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The Speaker 
Legislative Assembly 
Province of Ontario 
Toronto, Ontario 


Dear Mr. Speaker: 

I have the honour to present the Second 
Report of the Ombudsman for the period vuly, 1976 >- 
March, 1977. 


This report is submitted pursuant to 
Section 12 of The Ombudsman Act, 1975. 


Yours faithfully, 


AM/mal u aloney 


ARTHUR MALONEY, C.R. 


BUREAU 600 

’ : 65 OUEST, RUE QUEEN, TORONTO, ONTARIO 
wee Ombudsman | Ontario ane 
TELEPHONE (416) 362-7331 
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Monsieur le Président 
L'Assemblée législative 
Province de l'Ontario 
Toronto, Ontario 


Monsieur le Président, 
C'est un honneur pour moi de vous présenter 
le Deuxiéme Rapport de 1'Ombudsman pour la période 


fut Pebeteto7G.— mars 1977. 


Ce rapport vous est soumis conformément 4 
la Section 12 de La Loi de 1'Ombudsman, 1975. 


Bien a vous, 


AM/mal Arthur Maloney 
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The Gryphon 


Symbolic of the law, The Ombudsman’s 
GRYPHON comes to us from ancient 


mythology, and is alluded to in the 
Scriptures. 


The Biblical counterpart of the Gryphon 
— THE CHERUBIM — guarded the 
entrance to Eden. 


PIT 


In Hellenic mythology, the Gryphon was a sacred beast of the 
Goddess “Nemesis” as an offspring of a lion and an eagle and, with 


its resultant capacity for swiftness and strength, it sped forth to 
avenge arbitrary acts upon man. 


With the Gryphon drawing the chariot of the Golden Sun God 
“Apollo”, this came to represent justice and moderation. 


All these qualities, as well as the modern symbolism which depicts 
the Gryphon as the Guardian of the Rights of Man, are embodied 


in the marque as chosen by the Ombudsman for the Province of 
Ontario. 


It suspends over four representations of the floral emblem of 
Ontario. . . “The Trillium”. 


\/ One Trillium represents our Native people 
7 One Trillium represents our people of French origin 


7 One Trillium represents our people of Anglo-Saxon 
origin 

7 One Trillium represents our people of other Ethnic 
origins 


and thus “THE OMBUDSMAN” represents protection for the 
Social Rights and Cultural Integrity of all. 


The Ombudsman | Ontario 


Sony 


Le Griffon 


Symbole de la loi, le GRIFFON de 
L’Ombudsman nous parvient de 
’ancienne mythologie; les Ecritures 
saintes y font également allusion. 


Dans la Bible, !équivalent du Griffon — 
LE CHERUBIN — agardait lentrée au 
Paradis. 


Le Griffon, dans la mythologie grecque, était le monstre sacré de la 
déesse Némésis. Créature fabuleuse dotée du corps du lion et de la 
téte et des ailes de l’aigle, elle posséde donc la force de l'un et la 
vitesse de l'autre, et est prompte a venger homme victime d’une 


action arbitraire. 


Crest ainsi que l'image du Griffon tirant le char du dieu du soleil 
flamboyant, Apollon, représente la justice et la modération. 


Toutes ces qualités associées au symbolisme moderne, sont 
représentées par le Griffon, gardien des droits de homme, et 
l'embléme choisi par Ombudsman de !’Ontario. 


I] domine quatre trilliums, embléme floral de |’Ontario. 


7 — Un trillium représente notre population autochtone 


7 — Un trillium représente notre population d’origine francaise 


~7 Un trillium représente notre population d’origine anglo- 
: 


Saxcnne 


Nera 
Su hy 
VV 


Un trillium représente notre population d’autres ethnies 


et, par conséquent, “L’; OMBUDSMAN”, protecteur du citoyen, 
défend les droits sociaux et lintégrité culturelle de tous. 


L’Ombudsman | Ontario 
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‘CHAPTER 
ONE 


INTRODUCTION 


I am pleased to present the Second Report of the Ombudsman. 

Under the legislation which created this Office, the 
Ombudsman has a minimum requirement to report annually to the 
Legislature, but, because of the increasing volume of cases 
dealt with by the Ombudsman, I have decided that both the 
members of the Legislature and the public will be better 
served if I strive to report to the Legislature on a semi- 
annual basis. 

Thus, the. cut-off date for cases included in this report 
is March 31, 1977, and I propose to issue my Third Report in 
late 1977 to cover the period from April 1, 1977 to September 
30, 1977. Hopefully, future reports will adhere to these cut- 
off dates and will provide a coherent basis for comparison of 
our activities from period to period. 

This Second Report of the Ombudsman reflects the format 
that will be used in subsequent reports, and, as in my First 
Annual Report, the bulk of the material deals with specific 
cases brought to us by complainants. 

Chapter Four, for example, lists in abbreviated form every 
complaint dealt with and completed between the period July 1l, 
1976 and March 31, 1977. These capsulations have been expanded 
slightly compared to those shown in my First Annual Report and 
now provide a fuller explanation of the problems presented to 
us for resolution. This chapter more distinctly categorizes 
complaints. The section dealing with complaints from inmates 
Gr jalis, Gecention centres, correctional centres and adult train— 


ing centres, for example, now distinguishes between complaints 


=—y0e— 

from one facility and another and, wherever possible, the same 
breakdown has been shown for each governmental organization which 
is made up of several different components. The impetus for these 
improvements came from the members of the Select Committee on 

the Ombudsman. 

Chapter Four also illustrates our continuing attempts to 
better define the results achieved after our involvement with a 
complainant's problem and in this report we have used nine 
descriptive words or phrases to describe such results. 

Chapter Five provides readers of this report with detailed 
case summaries of 167 complaints handled by the Ombudsman during 
the reporting period. The reason these cases have been singled 
out is because they indicate the variety and scope of problems 
brought to our attention and they illustrate the steps taken by 
my Stafzf in an effort to resolve complainants’ difficulties: 

Our statistical section, Chapter Three, again tabulates the 
activities of the Office of the Ombudsman in such a way that 
readers of this report can quickly and easily determine how many 
new complaints came to our attention during the reporting period, 
how many complaint files were closed, how many were directed against 
particular governmental organizations and the like. 

This report also contains a special section, Chapter Two, 
which deals with the situation which has arisen concerning the 
complaints of former land owners in North Pickering. 

As is evident from a perusal of this section, there has 
developed an intolerable situation with respect to the Commission 


appointed subsequent to an agreement between the Minister of 


- 3- 

Housing and me. The hearings being held under The Ombudsman Act, 
137s, nave been =and are proceeding smoothly without the procedural 
and legal wrangles which have beset the Commission, and I feel it is 
important to recognize that the people who suffer from the inordinate 
delays involved in the Commission hearings are former landowners 
who continue to feel unjustly dealt with by the Government. The 
other unseen party to the Commission's proceedings, the Ontario 
taxpayer, is also shouldering a heavy burden in light of the fact 
that the Commission, to date, has been incapable of carrying out 
its mandate. 

For that reason, I recommend that the Commission, as it is 
presently constituted, should be disbanded. 

It is clear to me that an alternative to the Commission must 
be found immediately in order that justice may be done and this 


matter resolved. 


THE COMPLAINTS 


Eeonemiily 115 L7G, to Marcn 51,719.77, the Office of the 
Ombudsman received 4,989 new complaints and also dealt with 
approximately 7,000 informal citizen inquiries which did not 
necessitate the opening of a formal complaint file. 

When converted into monthly totals, the figures indicate 
that our Office is receiving an average of slightly more than 
i= oOCrecomel saints /imquiries a month and “that of that number, an 
average ce: 554 result in our opening a formal complaint file. 

These figures represent a tremendous increase in the number of 
preoolems brought, to oun Office compared: to the 1l4-month period 


Geo ltewithein my First Annual Report. At that time, our Office 
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was opening an average of 379 complaint files each month and the 
latest figure of 554 per month represents an increase of 46%. 

This is a startling increase in complaint files initiated 
and clearly indicates, in my view, that the Office of the Ombudsman 
is being regarded by more and more of Ontario's 8 1/3 million 
citizens as the place to turn when they encounter problems they 
cannot resolve on their own. 

Based on these figures, I anticipate that the Office of the 
Ombudsman will open approximately 6,600 new complaint files each 
eter and also deal with an additional 10,000 informal inquiries 
for a, total of 16,600 citizen. contacts... [here isgeveny spossibiuliey 
however, that based on the surge in demand made upon our Office 
during this report's nine-month period, we will besasked towdeal 
with even more citizen complaints and inquiries than I have predicted. 

The. 4,989 new complaints  .eceived during the Treportingmperiod 
came to our attention in three ways. Complaints mailed to our 
Office accounted for 70 per cent, those brought forward by persone” 
interviews with complainants who came to our Toronto Office 
accounted for 10 per cent, and the remaining 20 per cent came from 
complainants who met with our Interviewers and Investigators during 
the 33 private hearings which we held throughout the Province. 

The following table spotlights some of the data contained 


in chs. Lepomis. 


ae ee 
HIGHLIGHTS 


July 11, 1976 = March 31, 1977 


--4,989 complaint files opened Of the closed complaints* 
=-=47463' complaint files closed 


--2,671 involved Ontario Government 
5,076(separate complaints) 


Ministries or Agencies 


——/ ;VOUSInfrOrmal, Inquiries 


--1,140 involved private agencies, 
received and dealt with 


Fixms Ox individuals 


== 527 involved municipalities 
or local police forces 

Of, 076 conplaints dealt with 

-- 388 involved federal government 

--3,230 were outside juris- departments or agencies 


Ga crion 


--1,827 were within juris- 
aOVretton 


-- 768 were premature 
-- V2nperICcent of all 


complainants received 
assistance 


**Some complaints involved more 
than one organization or agency 


Of the 5,076 complaints dealt with, 1,826 or 36% were within our jurisdiction 
under the terms os The Ombudsman Act, 1975. This is an increase 
over the 26% which were within our jurisdiction during the period 
covered in our First Annual Report, but it still indicates that the 
MajoOuLty of complaints whichvare brought tous, are outside.our 
legislative mandate. I anticipate however, that more and more of 
the complaints brought to us in the years ahead will be within 


Our QJUrIsduction: 
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Again, a large number of the outside jurisdiction complaints 
involved citizen problems with municipalities, universities and 
many other bodies financed in whole or in substantial part by the 
Provincial Government, but I am not in a position to formally deal 
with them. 

As the Statistical chapter of this “Report shows, our Off icemcearrT 
with 583° such ‘complaints’, 2ncluding 527unvolving munvcipaly governs 
ments and other local authorities and 14 involving universities. 

As I commented in the First Annual Report of the Ombudsman, 

I feel the Legislature should be urged to give the Ombudsman 
jurisdiction to deal with such cases. Often, members of my 

staff spend a considerable amount of time informally investigating 
complaints against such provincially-funded bodies. The additional 
staff and budget that would be required to formally act on such 
complaints would not be excessive. It would, however, allow the 
Ombudsman to deal more effectively with the problems that hundreds 
of citizens have each year with local administrative bodies. 

In the same way, I am precluded from formally assisting 
complainants with problems related to private individuals, firms 
Or agencies, and I cannot formally intervene when they turn to me 
With -dtrtreultires=involving the courts; judges; lawyers Onelthe 
Federal Government. 

Nevertheless, and in accordance with the views expressed by 
several M.P.P.'s during the debate on The Ombudsman Act, 1975, the 
Office of the Ombudsman makes every effort to assist those who 
bring problems to our attention, notwithstanding our lack of 


jJuUrLsdiction, to deal, with such ‘complaints: 
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Of the 5,076 complaints, including those which were premature,Or 
which féll) outside our jurisdiction, we assisted the complainants 
in 4,691 or 92% of the cases either through a specific referral 
to an agency which would help them (2,663), or through making 
inguiries on the complainant's behalf and reporting to them (1,379), 
Ome Dy Giving general advice ( 273 ), or by explaining the complain- 
ant's circumstances to them ( 249 ). 

The remaining 267 or 5% of such cases were not dealt with 
either because the grievance was abandoned or withdrawn by the 
SCaMpLainantw welt) 637) Of thee cases brought to our attention, we 
either refused to investigate or investigate further the com- 
plainant's contention in accordance with Section 18 of The Ombudsman 
Act, 2 19 75. 

ivanpaucluding at the ena of Chapter Five samples of letters 
sent to complainants, some of whose problems fell outside our 
Jurisdiction. . These letters illustrate the efforts made by the 
Ombudsman staff on behalf of complainants whose difficulties 
involve governments, associations or agencies which are not included 
Miter’ saLetion and: theyjelearly indicate that the Office: of 
the Ombudsman explores every avenue of complaint resolution for 
such complaints. 

These letters, in some cases, also deal with complainants 
who have not exhausted the existing appeal remedies associated 
with their problem. 

The Ombudsman Act, 1975, is quite explicit about my staff's 


inability toeLormally investigate a complaint where a right of 
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appeal exists which has not been exercised. As the foregoing high- 
light table shows, 768 closed complaint files involved what we 
classify as "Premature" complaints and they are usually dealt 
with by the Ombudsman's staff advising the complainant of the 
avenues of appeal open to him. We also inform complainants that 
if they are still dissatisfied after proceeding through the appeal 
stages, we will then have the requisite jurisdiction to formally 
investigate the complaint. 

Our help is, in my opinion, of inestimable value to citizens 
who have a grievance against a governmental organization, but the 
number of “Premature” complaints points out that there are hundreds 
of people who, having been affected by a decision and seeking redress, 
do not know how to pursue an existing right of appeal. 

I recommend, therefore, that the Government, perhaps in 
consultation with members of my staff, study those situations in 
which a decision of a governmental organization can be appealed 
with a view to ensuring that there are sufficient and understand- 
able directions given to affected citizens concerning their rights 
of appeal. 

In addition, once such a determination is made, I recommend 
that the Government introduce legislation requiring any govern- 
mental organization that makes appealable decisions to clearly 
inform CLtizens OL their appeal Tights. 

In making this recommendation, L suggest ithat eniescovernnenr 
consider the provisions of The Health Disciplines Act which 
require that the Colleges of the five health disciplines (medicine, 
dentistry, nurSing, optometry and pharmacy) advise complainants, 


at the time of a decision from the first complaint level, of the 
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remaining right of appeal open to them. 

It is my feeling that if all governmental organizations 
were compelled to explicitly inform complainants (or prospective 
complainants) of their appeal rights, citizens who feel themselves 
dealt with unfairly would have the knowledge required to enable 
them to more quickly bring their problem to a final resolution. 

I would also add that based on information gained from 
dealing with more than 10,000 complaint files opened by the 
Office of the Ombudsman since its inception two years ago, I 
fteeleloyis simporvant for all governmental organizations which deal 
directly with the public to ensure that when they communicate a 
decision which is adverse to a citizen they do so in clear and 
concise language, setting out in detail the reasons for jthe negative 
decision. 

In the two years of operation of this Office, we have found 
in a number of cases that a complaint brought to us is resolved by 
the simple expedient of making enquiries with the governmental 
organization concerned, then fully explaining to the complainant 
the exact reason why the complained-of decision was made. Often, 
once this information is communicated, the complainant understands 
the reasons for the decision and no longer feels unjustly dealt 
with. 

The table at the end’ of this introduction, which shows the 
organizational breakdown of the 5,076 separate complaints dealt 
with andneblosed during the reporting period, illustrates that 
of thes, ov/leinvolving, Ontario Government Ministries, 1,136 


concerned the Province's justice system. More than 1,000 of these 
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were directed against the Ministry of Correctional Services, 
Another 249 concerned the courts, judges and Crown Attorneys, and 
almost 202 dealt with meee 

As I said in the First Annual Report of the Ombudsman, (when 
such complaints comprised almost 70% of the total number of 
complaints against the Government of Ontario), I find Lesdisturk. 
ing that such a large percentage of the complaints brought to our 
Office should deal with the justice system. At the same time, 
however, it is understandable that citizens involved in this 
aspect of our Province's life vare more acutely sensitive to any 
action by any government official and are more likely, if a decision 
negatively affects them, to seek redress. 

Samitlariy, the table shows that of the 676 closed complaints 
against Ontario Government Agencies, 489 were directed against the 
Workmen's Compensation Board. Again, it is understandable that 
injured workers, many of whom are unfamiliar with governmental 
procedures, would turn to our Office for assistance. 

The high number of Workmen's Compensation Board cases must 
also be seen in light of the hundreds of new and on-going claims 
dealt with by the Beeka every year. In 197/76, forvexample,ethe 
Board received about 434,000 claims, and the fact that the Office 
of the Ombudsman dealt with only about .1% of the Board's new 
annual’ caseload reflects’ favourably on the Board: 

The number of closed complaint files dealing with Ontario 
Government Agencies totalled 408 during our first 14 months 
of operation and 676 during the nine month period covered by this 


report. Mostvror* that increase) is accounted [om by tnesnaghes 
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number of Workmen's Compensation Board cases which were closed 
ieche wpermlodrudy: bly. 1976). to March? 31,1977. 

This'incréase,isedue to the fact that our’ Office's Directorate 
of Institutional and Special Services, which deals with Workmen's 
Compensation Board complaints, was not fully operational until early 
1976. As a result, when the Directorate became functional, there 
was a substantial number of cases awaiting investigation, and only 
232 of them had been completed by the time our First Annual Report 
was issued. 

Since then however,staff members who work exclusively with 
Workmen's Compensation Board cases have gained much more experience 
in dealing with these often complex complaints and my Office's 
improved working relationship with Board officials :has also 
helped to bring such complaints to as speedy a resolution as possible. 

I should add that one of the methods whereby our Office has 
been able to handle an increased number of Workmen's Compensation 
Board cases has been to use the services of law students ona 
part-time basis as required. In this manner, our Office is able to 
investigate the growing number of such cases without the necessity 
Gescodcangqutorour rmlil—time  Statt complement. 

As I mentioned earlier, Chapters Four and Five of this Report 
provide a breakdown of the 5,076 separate complaints dealt with and 
completed by the Office of the Ombudsman from July 11, 1976, to 
Marehe 31.5.5 1/9377. 

Chapter Bive; as ile haveyalreadysindicated, allustrates' the 
WHAIGCRVaT LetyeoraprobbLemssbrought«to/oursOtfice. for, resolution. 


They have been selected not only because they show the complexity 


of some of the complaints dealt with, but also because we considered 


= ioe 


them to be significant. Among them are situations such as: 


--Our involvement in a staff dispute at a provincial jail 
in Bastern Ontarios AnCorrectionaleOfticer contacted “us 
anonymously through his lawyer to comment on the conflict, and 
the families of some inmates later brought inmate concerns 
regarding the staff problems to our attention. Both staff 
and inmates at the jail felt that without a speedy resolution 
to the problem, the jail would experience serious difficulties 
in controlling the inmate population 

Our Investigator was assured by Ministry officials that the 
Situation would be cleared up quickly. Three months later, the 
Correctional Officer who was apparently the immediate cause of 
tensions within the jail was dismissed, but he was subsequently 
reinstated. Senior officers at the jail then threatened to 
walk off the job to protest the reinstatement. Members of our 
staff monitored the situation continually until the Correctional 
Officer was finally dismissed three months after the first 
termination decision. We concluded that the Superintendent of the 
jaa) had ney the entire incident and senior Ministry of- 
ficials agreed. They said the Superintendent would be transfer- 
red to another position within the Ministry. (See Detailed 


Summary $#27;,. °Chaptervva*. 


--The granting of a special temporary driver's licence to a 
Toronto Hospital worker who, because of his work, was on 24-hour 


cCall@-SHis. driver's licencéhad i beentsuspendedeter non-payment 
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of fines, and, although the hospital worker had paid both fines, 
he was told by officials of the Ministry of the Attorney-General 
that ve would =take at least 10° days’ for*his licence ‘to be re= 
instated. The complainant worked with the hospital disaster team, was 
required to be on 24-hour call and needed his licence immediately. 

One of our Investigators contacted the Ministry's Defaulted 
Fines Control Centre and arranged for the issuing of an immediate 
temporary licence. As the complainant was unable to pick up the 
teveence before the Ministry "s “Friday afternoon closing time, our 
Investigator obtained the licence and gave it to the complainant 
when he came to our Office early in the evening. (See Detailed 


Summary #¢1i5,Chapter V) . 


--The Ontario Health Insurance Plan's refusal to pay transporta- 
tion costs incurred by the family of a French-speaking Northern 
Ontario man who had had a heart attack and had lost the ability 
to speak. He had been transferred to a Montreal-area hospital 
to facilitate speech therapy treatment in a French-speaking 
Milteu, but O.H.1.P. officials refused to™pay the familys 
560 ambulance bill 

REter our intervention, we brought additzronal information 


EGuOl-H i.e. OLLticials and they” agreed to) pay /5% of “the cost. 


(See Detailed Summary #75, Chapter V). 


--The settlement of a two-year old dispute involving an Eastern 
Ontario sales representative whose former employer in British 
Columbia owed him $2,396. The complainant had sought the 


assistance of the Labour Departments of the Federal, Ontario and 
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British Columbia governments before asking for our help. Through 
our efforts, the Ontario and British Columbia Labour Ministries 
co-operated in securing ae entire amount for the complainant. 


(See Detailed Summary #92,Chapter V). 


--The resolution of a dispute between an Indian and the Ministry 
of Revenue which had almost resulted in the bankruptcy of the 
complainant's business. The complainant, a member of an Indian 
Reserve, im Southwestern, Ontario, haderetused sto uparti1Gipace ei iacie 
Nniasaeate gasoline tax exemption program for Indians which was 
introduced in 1974. Because of his refusal, the gasoline sold at 
his service station was not exempt from Provincial Tax and his 
competitors were therefore able to sell gasoline at a much lower 
peice, 

The complainant contended that under the terms of the 
Haldimand Treaty, which was negotiated in 1784, he should be able 
to, sell gasoline without. paying, the Provincial Tax. The treaty; 
which granted the Indians an.area.of land, in perpetuity, created 
a soverign nation in his view, and he contended that if he took 
part in the Ministry's program, it would signify that he was 
recognizing the Government ss control of the Reserve" 

OurwDivector,ofvthe Directorate ,o: Rural, sAgricultunraiana 
Municipal Services (which is responsible for complaints from 
native peoples), met with the complainant and asked him whether 
he would participate in the tax exemption program if the Minister 


of Revenue signed a statement saying that the complainant's par- 
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EMcipationswould not arfect "his raght to contend that the 
Indian Reserve was a soverign state. The complainant said such 
a Signed statement would allow him to take part in the program, 
and we subsequently asked the Minister to sign such a statement. 
The Minister did so, and the complainant joined the Tax Exemption 


Program. (See Detailed Summary #108, Chapter V). 


--The resolution of an eight-year old conflict between an 
Eastern Ontario farmer and the Ministry of Transportation and Com- 
munications. The Ministry had widened and upgraded a Highway 
crossing the complainant's land, but it had not completed proper 
ditch drainage construction in one section which resulted in 
excess drainage onto the complainant's Land’ ™ in addition, 
Ministry employees had mistakenly cut down two large hard Maple 
trees on the complainant's property. 

After our investigation, the Ministry agreed to grade the 
Highway section to allow for proper” drainage and it also offered 


to replace the trees. (See Detailed Summary #116, Chapter V) 


--The reversal of a 1968 Workmen's Compensation Board decision 
which had denied benefits to an injured worker. The 49 year old 
woman, through the Injured Workmen's Consultants organization, 
asked us to intervene with the Workmen's Compensation Board in 

an effort to have the Board reconsider its earlier decision not 
towgranew ner further benefits. She’ had suffered’ a ‘back injury 

in 1960 while lifting a box and the Board had allowed her compensa- 


tion and medical aid benefits from July 4 to August 30 of that year. 
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The complainant continued to suffer from back pain, however, 
and in 1967 she underwent surgery. In March of 1968, the Board 
ruledrthat her» recurringyback problems werernot related? lomtic 
1960haccident) and Atedenied her applicationytor benefits: 

Our Investigator noted that a 1975 letter from the complainant's 
doctor said that the probability of a relationship’ existing, between 
the back injury in 1960 and the recurring problems which resulted 
in surgery seven years later was "extremely high". After we had 
asked’ the Board to isupply us: with a copy of theiicomplainent:seeite, 
we were told that the file was being reviewed by its Registrar 
of Appeals. Three months later, the Appeal Board reconsidered 
the complainant's case, reversed its 1968 decision, and ruled that she 
should be granted compensation benefits. (See Detailed Summary 


~l43y) Chapter Ve 


--The transfer of a provincial inmate from a maximum-security 
correctional centre to a medium-security institution. The inmate's 
conduct at the maximum-security centre had been misconduct-free 
for a three month period (which was necessary before a transfer 
would be considered), and although his transfer to a medium- 
security setting had been approved two months earlier, he was 
still at the maximum-security centre. 

Our Investigator interviewed the inmate and contacted 
Ministry officials who said that there were about 150 inmates 
who were awaiting a transfer to the medium-security facility. 


Our Investigator stressed the fact that the complainant had been, 
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at the time of our involvement, misconduct-free for almost five 
months and asked that he be given special consideration when a space 
became available in the medium-security correctional centre. 
Bive @days iar ten that "contact, a senior Ministry official told 
our Investigator that the inmate had been transferred. (See 


Detailed Summary #30, Chapter V). 


--The request by representatives of two groups in Windsor who 
sought the Ombudsman's assistance in establishing a French- 
speaking Secondary School in Essex County. The complainants 
contended that the Board of Education's decision - reversing an 
earlier vote - not to build the school was discriminatory. Our 
study of this situation led us to conclude that (1) the school 
Board’) s decision was not within our jurisdiction and (2) the 
Government s decision to cut capital cost grants to school boards 
was also beyond our jurisdiction because it had been a Cabinet 
decision. (See Detailed Summary #45, Chapter V). 
Note: These two complaints were sent to 

us prior to the Minister of 

Education's March, 1977, statement 

that notwithstanding the Essex County 

Board of Education's decision, the 

Province would undertake to build 

the school. We advised several 

complainants who contacted us 

subsequent to the above-noted two 


complaints of the Minister's 
decision. 


--The refund of $750 to an Alberta resident who had made a 
deposit on an automobile at a dealership in Ontario. The 


complainant had made a deposit of $1,500 on a motor vehicle, 
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but was unable to complete the tranaaction. His demand for a 
return of the deposit was not acted upon and he engaged a 
lawyer to help him. The complainant's problem eventually came 
to our attention through the Office of the Ombudsman of Alberta. 
Our Director of Research contacted appropriate officials of the 
Ministry of Consumer and Commercial Relations and a settlement 
was reached between the dealership and the complainant. 


(See Detailed Summary #165, Chapter V). 


--The cancellation of a demand by the Workmen's Compensation 

Board for a $6,680 overpayment which was made because of 

a Board error. The complainant had over paid the injured 
complainant for 2% years but, because she was Italian-speaking 
woman with little understanding of the Canadian way of life, 

she did not realize she was being overpaid. It was her impression 
that the rate of compensation had been established by the 
attending physician. 

After our intervention, the Board agreed not to attempt 
recovery of the overpayment. It also agreed to discuss with the 
Minister of Labour steps that might be taken to improve the 
legislation dealing wath the Boards, authori ty sto 7 recover 
overpayments to claimants. (See Detailed Summary #132, 


Chapter V). 
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I cannot close this section of the report without expressing 
my appreciation for the continued support given this Office by 
Members of the Provincial Parliament, the civil service, the 
media and the public. 

Without the continued support of M.P.P.'s, many of whom refer 
cases to us for resolution and thereby make full use of our 
parallel Ombudsman function in assisting them with constituents’ 
complaints, our task would have been much more difficult. 

Their involvement is evident not only in the references shown 
in our detailed reports of cases in chapter five, but also by the 
activity of our Queen's Park Ombudsman's Office which was 
established to ensure that both M.P.P.'s and their constituents 
would have access to the Ombudsman operation within the Legislative 
Bustaang: 

The Director of our Queen's Park Office interviewed complain- 
ants and assisted them with thetr problems, met with M.P.P.'s 
with respect to complaints, and acted as a liaison between 
the members of the Legislative Assembly and our downtown Office. 

Ontario's public servants, with whom we are in contact every 
day, have again shown that they are more than willing to co-operate 
with us in solving complainants' problems. That willingness, 
combined with their level of expertise, is a reflection of their 
sense of duty as public servants when they are approached by our 
staff members and also shows, I believe, that the people of Ontario 
have a civil service of which they can be proud. 

One such group of public servants which deserves special 


mention are the men and women of the Ontario Human Rights Commission. 
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Although our Office has received few complaints concerning 
the Commission, we have found that those that are brought to 
us invariably involve allegations that Commission personnel have 
not conducted fair or thorough investigations into discrimination 
charges. Not one such allegation has been supported during the 
two years our Office has been in operation and I have no reserva- 
tion in saying that the competent and sympathetic manner in which 
Commission employees carry out their duties while investigating 
what are usually complex and emotionally-charged cases is a credit 
to the entire civil service. 

During the past six-month period, of course, our endeavours 
to assist the citizens of this province were aided immensely by 
the encouragement (and sometimes constructive criticism) given 
the Office of the Ombudsman by the hundreds of men and women in 
the, media. Their assistance in publicizing news sob .oum arrival: 
during our private hearings throughout the Province is especially 
important in that it ensures that every citizen, and not just 
those in our large urban areas, knows about his access to our 
Office. 

Finally, but most importantly < Tt want to thank» the: pecplesor 
Ontario for their unwavering support of the function of their 
Ombudsman. Without their recognition of the need for an independ- 
ent investigator into citizen complaints against the bureaucracy, 


our task would not only be impossible but also unnecessary. 


CORRECTIONAL REPORT 


My report on the Province'scorrectional system, in draft and 
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not final form, was completed in May of 1977, and then delivered to 
the Deputy Minister of Correctional Services. 

The 755-page draft report, which contains numerous general and 
specific recommendations, was given to the Ministry for its perusal 
in light of Section 19(3) of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, which states, 
aie) joys east 


---Llf at any time during the course of an 
investigation, it appears to the Ombudsman 
that there may be sufficient grounds for his 
making any report or recommendation that 
May adversely affect any governmental organ- 
1zation or person, he shall give to that 
Organization or person an opportunity to 
make representations respecting the adverse 
report or recommendation..." 

I felt it appropriate to allow the Ministry to view the entire 
Feport in dratt form so that it could, in its discretion, specify 
those parts of the report which it perceives as possibly having an 
adverse affect on the Ministry or Ministry personnel and in respect 
of which it wishes an opportunity to make representations. 

The report, which was prompted not only by allegations of 
impending riots throughout the correctional system made by a senior 
member of the then Civil Service Association of Ontario, in October 
of 1975, but also by the more than 100 complaints from inmates 
which we had received by that date, is to be returned to us with the 
Ministry's comments. After their representations are made under 
Section 19(3) of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, we will finalize our 
report and then present it to the Minister of Correctional Services, 
fhesavpropriate Officials of she Ontario Public Service Employees 


Union and two M.P.P.'s who were originally considered to be 


complainants in this investigation. 
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This report cannot be made public by the Ombudsman in light 
of his duty of confidentiality concerning complaints, but I have 
Imttie doubt thatethe otner parties to the investigations we 
undertook into the correctional system will bring the report to 
the public’ seattention. 

Because of that perception, I wish to stress that our report 
was not prepared to resemble either a Royal Commission document or 
an academic research paper. Instead, it combines almost two years 
of day-to-day observations of and interviews with inmates, Correctional 
Officers, administrators and Ministry personnel with the background 
of and knowledge gained by our Office's Correctional Investigators. 

I should also emphasize that I undertook this omnibus investi- 
gation into the province's correctional system not only because of 
the widely-publicized allegations made against the Ministry's 
institutions in October of 1975, but also because at the same time 
our Office had received, as already pointed out, more than 100 
individual complaints from inmates in provincial jails, detention 
centres and correctional centres. As our Office was only a few 
months old, I felt that the combined weight of the concerns being 
expressed should not allow me to delay necessary investigative work 
while the Office was being established. For that reason, I announced 
my intention to begin an omnibus investigation and to the extent 
it might have been necessary I relied for my authority, to,do so 
not only on the two already-mentioned considerations but also on 


Section 15(2) of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, which states: 


Este 

"The Ombudsman may make any such investigation 

On a complaint made to him by any person affected 
or by any member of the Assembly to whom a 
complaint is made by any person affected, or of 
his own motion." 


I expect that the final version of the Correctional Report will 


be delivered to the Minister in the fall of this year. 


SOUTH CAYUGA LAND ASSEMBLY 

In January and October of 1976, I received complaints from two 
farmers in the South Cayuga area of the Regional Municipality of 
Haldimand-Norfolk concerning the manner in which the Provincial 
Government had acquired their land. 

The Office of the Ombudsman had almost completed its 
investigation into the allegations brought to us by the first 
complainant when, ree 7 LO a StOnmy, appeared jin The 
Globe and Mail relating to the Province's land assembly methods 
in the South Cayuga area. 

Subsequently, I received a letter from the then Leader of 
the Opposition, Mr. Stephen Lewis, asking me to initiate an 
investigation into possible complaints which might be made by 
the other farmers mentioned in the newspaper article. 

I then sentone of my Investigators and a Legal Officer to 
the South Cayuga area and as a result of their conversations with 
landowners affected by the Government's land assembly program, 
the Office of the Ombudsman became involved in 10 separate complaints 
concerning the property purchases. 

On March 23, 1977, I wrote to Premier William Davis as 


follows: 


"Dear Mr. Premier: 


Re: South Cayuga Land Assembly 


I am writing to you in connection with complaints 
received by my Office from a number of farmers in the South 
Cayuga area in the Regional Municipality of Haldimand- 
Norfolk, who sold their land to the Province of Ontario 
in 1974. 


"My Office received its first complaint froma 
farmer named William Ens. Mr. Ens attended at my Office 
in Toronto. A second complaint from another farmer was 
received in October, 1976. Letters pursuant to section 19(1) 
of The Ombudsman Act notifying the Ministry of Government 
Services of my Office's intention to investigate the two 
complaints have been sent. 


"My Office had nearly completed its initial investi- 
gation of Mr. Ens's complaint when, on March 7, lo Jd 7 ans COLY 
appeared in The Globe and Mail about the assembly of land 
in the South Cayuga area by the Province of Ontario. Mr. Ens 
has authorized me to reveal to you that the farmer referred 
to in the story under the pseudonym of Glen Fiddoch is; an Lact, 
Mr. Ens. In this story several other farmers expressed 
their dissatisfaction with the methods used by certain 
real estate agents in the purchase of their farm properties 
and with the range of prices paid. Subsequently, I received 
a letter from Mr. Stephen Lewis, Leader of the Opposition, 
asking me to initiate an investigation into possible com- 
plaints which might be made by the farmers mentioned in The 
Globe and Mail story concerning the land acquisition pro- 
cedures. A copy of Mr. Lewis's letter is enclosed, and also 
a copy of my reply. 


"Members of my staff paid several visits to the 
South Cayuga area to interview the persons named in The 
Globe and Mail story, and it became known in the area that 
the ombudsman would receive complaints concerning procedures 
used in the sale of land to the Province. To date, my 
Office has received eight complaints in addition to the 
two complaints previously received. The members of my 
staff who visited the area feel that other complainants are 
very likely yet to come forward. 


"The complaints made by the farmers to my Office 
are as follows: 


1. That the price paid’ tova farmer for his 
land was considerably lower than the price 
paid to other farmers in the South Cayuga 
land assembly for land of no higher quality; 
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for example, in one instance a farmer re- 
ceived only $1,000 per acre whereas a nearby 
farmer in the same general area received as 
much as $3,000 per acre; 


Qed That farmers were told that the price being 
offered to them was the highest price that 
would be paid to any farmer; subsequently 
they learned that this was untrue. They 
were warned that if they did not accept the 
offering price by a certain cut-off date, 
they would lose the opportunity to sell at 
that price and would instead be expropriated 
at a much lower price; 


B. That the real estate agents who acted for 
the Province used high pressure tactics and 
made misrepresentations to induce the farmers 
to sell. For example, the fact that the 
purchaser was the Province was not disclosed 
to the farmers until after the option agree- 
ments pursuant to which the land was sold had 
been signed. The real estate agents claimed 
either that they did not know the true 
identity of the purchaser or that they were not 
permitted to reveal it. The agents visited 
the farmers at their farms as often as three 
times a week or more for weeks on end. The 
agents warned the farmers that they would be 
expropriated if they did not sell, or that their 
farms would be surrounded by buildings, or 
that they would be prohibited from selling 
their farms to anyone else in the future; 


4. That farmers were persuaded to enter into 
option agreements for the sale of their farms 
separately from the sale of their houses 
on the understanding that both would be pur- 
chased. The options to purchase the houses 
were then not exercised. This caused in the 
case of at least one farmer who began to 
build a house elsewhere extreme financial 
embarrassement and continuing hardship; 


5 That a farmer was told he could not be 
permitted to sever and keep his house and 
continguous land, as he very much wished to; 
subsequently, he learned that other farmers 
were permitted to keep their houses. 


"After selling their land, most of the complainants 
have continued to farm, leasing back the land. The following 
complaints have been made in connection with the leasing back: 


Gee 


6. That despite the efforts of farmers, leases 
for terms beginning in January of 1977 have 
not been executed or, in some cases, even 
presented to the farmers. The farmers find 
that the local Ministry of Government Services 
officials have no authority to settle the 
leases, and it is ‘impossible for the farmers 
to communicate effectively with the Toronto- 
based officials of the Ministry of Government 
Services; 


The That the rents being demanded by the Ministry 
of Government Services are higher than pri- 
vate rents of comparable South Cayuga farm- 
land and are not warranted by the productivity 
of the land. Farmers who sold their land at 
different prices per acre are being required 
to pay rent at the same rate. Some farmers 
who were originally required to pay rent equal 
to the taxes on the land are paying twice 
the amount that they paid in taxes as owners 
of the land as a result of tax rebates; 


8. That some of the terms of the standard form 
of lease being used by the Ministry of Govern- 
ment: Services are impractical and unreasonable. 
In particuiar, tne warmers objece tO the Puo- 
hibition against removal and sale of straw, 
as they say they cannot plow their fields unless 
they can remove the straw; 


a7 That a farmer is being required to pay 
rent for buildings which were conveyed to 
the Province at no cost apart from the cost 
per acre of the land. “Despite the fact Chat 
he is paying rent for them, the buildings 
are not being maintained in satisfactory 
condition. In one case, after gas service 
was discontinued to a house being leased 
back, making existing facilities useless, a 
farmer went several months during the winter 
with only an inadequate wood-burning furnace; 
electrical wrring tor cOOKIng and 2 Water 
heater is yet to be installed. 


"The farmers complain that the uncertainty resulting from 
these leasing problems has made sound long-term planning for 
the farms and their families' lives impossible. They fear 
that these problems will cause experienced farmers and their 
families to move out of the area, causing the land to fall 
Qasr Ui. 


mb yop bs 


"You will recall that, in the aftermath of my Office's 
initial investigation into the North Pickering land assembly, 
the view was expressed on behalf of the Ministry of Housing 
that complainants and witnesses should have been interviewed 
under oath. In the light of that experience, and the number 
and nature of individual complaints I have now received, I 
am proposing the most suitable investigative procedure for 
each of these complaints is a hearing under oath. In such 
a hearing, it will be necessary to examine the following: 


Le The complainants (and their spouses if 
they were involved in the sale of the land) ; 


cae Farmers who did not sell their land, but 
who have evidence concerning the methods 
used by the real estate agents; 


Ae The solicitors of some of the complainants; 


4. Senior officers and agents of the real 
estate brokerage firm of A.E. LePage Limited; 


ae Officials in the Ministry of Treasury, Economics 
and Intergovernmental Affairs, Ministry of 
Government Services, and Ontario Land Corpora- 
tion; wand 


GF Former members of the Legislature and Cabinet. 


"Of course, the identities of additional witnesses 
would no doubt appear in the course of a hearing. 


"It appears to me that two types of hearing are 
possible. The first would be a hearing pursuant to section 20 
of The Ombudsman Act, to be conducted in the manner of the 
hearing concerning complaints regarding the land acquisition 
procedures used in North Pickering now being conducted by 
Mr. Keith A. Hoilett, my Special Assistant and Legal Officer. 
This procedure was resorted to as a result of a compromise 
worked out by the Honourable John Rhodes and me. 


"The number of persons to be examined in such a 
hearing, which I estimate to be not less than seventy-five, 
together with the need to provide a presiding officer from 
my staff, counsel to present the evidence, counsel for the 
farmers, and counsel for the real estate agents as well as 
counsel for the Ministry and government officials, and to 
provide suitable accomodation for the hearing, preferably 
in the South Cayuga area, but also where necessary in 
Toronto, make it clear to me that such a hearing would 
involve a very substantial cost. The budgetary requirements 
which I recently submitted to the Board of Internal Economy 


at 


for the fiscal year 1977/78 totalled $3,900,000. The Board 

has reduced this by the sum of $340,000 so that the alheleyn) (eiglehe 
will appear in the printed estimates will be Sig skan Dy (OKNKO ay Beye 
scope of the investigation called for in the South Cayuga 

matter was not envisaged by me at the time my budgetary require- 
ments were determined, and was not included within even the 
original sum requested. It would follow, theretore  thacw.c 

a hearing under The Ombudsman Act were to be conducted, that 

the mechanism of supplementary estimates would have to be 
resorted to for the purpose of acquiring the necessary funds. 


"In estimating the cost, regard should be had to 
the following: 


The need for: 
ale Four Senlor ana [Ol sjunlom counsce | 


he Registrar, to supervise €xhibits and 
maintain, records sof hearing; 


aie Court reporter for a hearing, Of approxi — 
mately four to six months' duration; 


4, Rental of premises for hearing; 

Bye Two investigators and rental of two 
automobiles; 

ae Hotel and living accomodation in 
Cayuga. 


"Any additional items of expense that subsequently occur to 
us will be brought to.your attention in the mear future. 


"T feel that a hearing under The Ombudsman Act in 
the form indicated would be preferable and I, therefore, 
strongly recommend this course of action. The experience 
we have had in the hearing under The Ombudsman Act in rela- 
tion to the North Pickering complaints has given us much 
confidence in this form of investigative procedure. This 
private hearing started on December 4th last. It has proceeded 
with despatch to the extent that already 19 cases have been 
dealt with and approximately 50 witnesses have testified. 


ttn, the event. chat you do, not. faveoun this pGecom— 
mendation, then the alternative which I feel obliged to urge 
upon you is that the complaints concerning the South Cayuga 
land acquisition procedures be referred to an inquiry pursuant 
to «sectionz2, ofelhesPublic. inquiries: ACE —l97l. ge inboutormn 
of inguiry would be conducted without the participation of 
my Office. But to, return ,toethe, North, Pickering experience, 
and by contrast to the hearing presently proceeding before 
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Keith Hoilett, the public inquiry into some 28 of the 

North Pickering cases presided over by the Honourable Frank 
Donnelly is yet to complete the evidence of the first witness 
in the first case and, regrettably, it has become bogged 

down in procedural and technical matters and expensive and 
frustrating court proceedings. I am also inclined to think 

a public inquiry into the South Cayuga complaints would 


involve considerably more expense than a hearing under The 
Ombudsman Act. 


"In the event that the second alternative--that is, 
a public inquiry--appeals more to you, I would be glad to 
put forward some suggestions as to what ought to be the terms 
of reference of such an inquiry. 


"I wish it to be clearly noted that whatever form 
of hearing takes place, it should relate to the individual 
complainants or group of complainants who have already come 
forward or who will come forward when it is announced that a 
hearing is to be held. A hearing under The Ombudsman Act 
would be restricted to the procedures that were resorted to 
by agents of the Government in acquiring the land. [In other 
words, it is not intended that a hearing under The Ombudsman 
Act would review the policy of the Government in this area, 
Since this would be totally outside the Ombudsman's juris- 
diction. This could only be explored at the will of the 
Government in a public inquiry. 


"T look forward to hearing your views. 


Yours faithfully, 


Arthur Maloney" 


The Premier acknowledged my letter on March 28, 1977, 
Saying, in part: 


",...1I1 would not dissuade you from proceeding 

as) you, Wishes) jFor my part, 1 ‘have, forwarded 
your detailed outline to appropriate officials 
and will write to you further when I have 
received their comments and have had an 
opportunity to reflect upon them." 


On June 22, 1977, The Premier wrote to me saying: 
"Dear Arthur: 
Please accept my apology for the delay in 


following up on my acknowledgement of March 30 to your 
letters of March 25 and March 28. 


=U" = 


"In your correspondence, you indicated two courses 
of action which might be taken in the South Cayuga Land Assembly 
matter. Following discussion of these alternatives with my 
colleagues, I would suggest that neither course of action need 
be involved. It would seem that the problems in South Cayuga 
should be dealt with within the appropriated resources and 
normal procedures of your Office. Accordingly, I would further 
suggest that if you wish to proceed, you might instruct your 
staff to investigate and report on the individual problems 
described in your letter of March 25 in the normal manner. 


"Tf either investigation yields evidence indicating 
any impropriety on the part of any person acting as an agent 
of the Province of Ontario, be assured that my Ministers and I 
will take appropriate action. 


Yours sincerely, 


William G. Davis" 


On July 5, 1977, I responded to the Premier, saying: 


"Dear Mr. Premier: 


Re: South Cayuga Land Assembly 
Thank you for your letter of June 22, 1977. 


Since you reject both of the courses of action 
suggested in my Letter of March™25," 1977/91 willy be 
proceeding to investigate the complaints using the 
normal procedures available to me under The Ombudsman 
Act, 19757 ‘Notice of my intention eo “investigate 
will be sent to the heads of the appropriate 
governmental organizations in accordance with 
Section, 191) "of sthe Act. 


YOurs #eartniuldy, 


Arthur Maloney" 


a MER Oe 

As of the date of that letter, my Office had 14 separate 
complaints from former landowners in South Cayuga. I feel it is 
likely, based on our Office's experience with the North Pickering 
Land Assembly situation, that more complainants will contact 
our Office, but having regard to the Premier's response to 
the suggested methods of investigating these complaints 
contained in my letter to him of March 25, 1977, I have decided 


to conduct my investigation into these complaints in the normal 


Manner under The Ombudsman Act, 1975. 


BUDGET 


On March 1, 1977, the Office of the Ombudsman submitted its 
Estimates for 1977-78 to the Board of Internal Economy which amounted 
£0,.53,,9097,000% This amount was subdivided by Standard Account 


Classification as ' follows: 


Salaries and Wages S27, 463, 0:00 
Employee Benefits 212 OO 
Transportation and Communications 256,000 
Services 747,000 
Supplies and Equipment ea UO” 


TOTAL yop, oe? 


—_—— 


ea gee 
At its meeting on March 8, 1977, the Board approved Estimate 
of $3,560,000 which was subdivided by Standard Account Classifica 


as follows: 


Salaries and Wages $2,342,000 (down $1 
Employee Benefits 248,000 (down 
Transportation and Communications 233:;,000 (down 
Services 600,000 (down 1 
Supplies and Equipment 137,000 (down 


TOTAL $3,560,000 (down $3 


Ss 


tion 


41,000) 
24,000) 
237000) 
47,000) 


14,000) 


49,000) 


This. Office will have an opportunity to present its Supplementary 


Estimates in late 1977. 


SALARY ADMINISTRATION PROGRAM 


In December, 1976, pursuant to an undertaking I had airmen 
the Board of Internal Economy, the Office of the Ombudsman con- 
tracted with Hickling-Johnston Limited, a Management Consultant 
firm, to carry out a salary review of all positions in the Office 
below those of the Ombudsman, whose salary is fixed by the 
Lieutenant Governor in Council. 

With regard to Directors' salaries, the report rated each 
Director position against, four criteria: 

- problem solving 
- knowledge 
=SCONcCaces 


- management 
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The firm also took into account that the Office of the Ombudsman 
us: 
= NON=—proLirt 
- carries out quasi-judicial responsibilities 
- is investigative in nature 
- requiries its staff to establish and maintain 
effective relationships with elected representatives 
as well as senior civil servants 
The Management Consultants also compared the Office's salary 
schedule for Directors with positions of similar responsibility 
in the Government of Ontario and the Federal Government. 
Based on these tests, the firm concluded that "Generally, 
salary levels for Directors are competitive with comparable 


Positions, in the external markets “surveyed. It also ‘drew up’ a 


recommended salary range for Directors which is being adhered to 
by the Office of the Ombudsman. 
Withe respect tO support stafi, the firm rated each position 
agains tsi Crlteria: 
- job knowledge 
= omen solving 
= accuracy 
=eCOMEaCGrS 
- initiative 
- supervision of others 
Again, the firm compared, the Office's salaries for support 
staff with similar positions in the Government of Ontario, the Federal 


Government as well as four other organizations. 
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The firm concluded that at the support level the Office was 
paying above the external market by about 10% on average, and 
that senior professional staff members were within the maxima 
of the external market, but with little room to move. 

As it did with the Directors' salaries, the firm also drew 
up a recommended salary range for support and senior professional 
staff which is being adhered to by our Office. 

For those staff members who, in the firm's Opinion, were 
being paid Seon the external market at the time of the salary 
survey, the consultants recommended that their salaries be 
brought to the recommended minimum etrrectiver Apr | ly bod eee 
adjustments have been made. 

For those staff members whose salaries were, in the firm's 


opinion, above the recommended maximum,the consultants recommended 


that their salaries be frozen until the external market reached 

a comparable level. This recommendation is also being carried out. 
With the implementation of the recommendations made by the 

Management Consultant firm, I believe that the salaries paid to 

members of the Office of the Ombudsman compare favourably with. 

those paid to employees in similar positions in other organiza- 

tions and I am confident that the salary administration program 

being carried out will ensure that, in the future, members of 

the staff of the Office of the Ombudsman will receive no more 

and no less than personnel in other areas who carry out similar 


functions. 


— 3 5) i 
BLUEPRINT 

In my First Annual Report, I commented that the Blueprint 

for the Office of the Ombudsman - which is to be based on a 
thorough examination of the functions of the offices of the 
Ombudsmen throughout the world, especially insofar as they 
relate to the specific needs of the Province of Ontario - would 
be completed ina short time. 

Since then, however, the Management Consulting firm of 
Hickling-Johnston Limited, which carried out the previously- 
mentioned salary administration program at the Office of the 
Ombudsman, has recommended that the Office's operations be 
scrutinized to ensure that we are currently making the best 


use of our resources. 


In considering the firm‘s recommendation, I took into account 
the fact that it had gained an understanding of the role and 
function of the Office of the Ombudsman through its salary review 
program, and I also weighed the firm's estimate that a complete 
study of our operation would cost about $75,000. 

It appeared to be sensible and desirable to me that with the 
Office of the Ombudsman entering its third year of operations it 
should be subjected to objective scrutiny by a professional consultant 
group. I reached this conclusion in light of my concern that despite 
the ever-increasing demands being made on the Office by the public, 
it was necessary to restrain our expenditures, especially in the area 
of full-time staff complement, and it was therefore imperative that 
our internal procedures ensure that the most efficient complaint- 


handling methods were being used. 


ya 

As a result of my conclusion that such a management study 
was both timely and necessary, I made available to the Board 
of Jinternal Economy on March’ 6, 91977,. the following letter, 
dated February 25, 1977, from Hickling-Johnston Limited, and I also 
requested of the Board sufficient funds to conduct the recommended 
study. 

"Dear Mr. Maloney: 


The next year will be an important one for the Office 
of the Ombudsman, because it will be one of consolida- 
tion of the roles and functions developed over the 
past year and one half, and one of careful planning 

of future development of the Office. 


Tt is’ important to recognize Chat the problems of 
management inherent in a new and untried organiza- 
tion of some 120 people are of major proportions. 
You need the assurance that administration of the 
Office is efficient, that you have the ability to 
plan staff and facilities according to projected 
case volume, and that your administrative pro- 
cedures are consistent with the best practice in 


government and private organizations. Substantial 
changes in the way you are organized, in systems 
and procedures, and in methods of planning, are re- 
quired. 


These needs have been clearly evident in our review 

of your salary administration. Indeed, many of 

your officials have described difficulties they 

face in their day-to-day affairs which reflect 
weaknesses in co-ordination and in reporting relation- 
ships. There is widespread agreement that basic 
questions of organizationsneed tovbe» faced,,and 

faced soon. 


We have formed the opinion, as well, that management 
problems are placing nearly impossible demands on 
you as Ombudsman. These threaten to overwhelm you 
with the details of administration and impair your 
ability to provide leadership to the evolution, of the 
Office. 


Tt must be clearly recognized that the management 
problems described here are entirely consistent 
with a newrtunctionyand aznew,organizations,.,.But 
Simply put, NOW ls an appropriates time, co addvecs 
them directly and comprehensively. 
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There are five specific areas which require subs- 
tantial adjustment. The first is salary adminis- 
tration which will be firmly in hand by the end of 
March. The second is the adoption of a set of 
administrative standards which ensure that your 
practices are consistent with those of comparable 
Organizations. The third is the efficiency with 
which your office processes complaints. The 

fourth is the way in which you approach priorities 
in complaint treatment. This is particularly 
critical to the future pattern of expenditures, 
because increases in the volume of complaints 
inevitably entail increases in costs -- regardless 
Of how efficiently they are processed. And the fifth 
is the pattern of reporting relationships and dele- 
gation of responsibilities through which the first 
four items are routinely addressed. This is a 
Matter Of Organization. 


Each of these areas could be addressed in a piece- 
meal fashion but would not be,:in our opinion, 

the most efficient and effective way. One of the 
most important lessons learned in public adminis- 
tration in this decade is that management improve- 
ment works best when it fully involves middle and 
senior managers. What this means in practice is 
that analysis of administrative problems and the 


implementation of corrective measures can proceed 
at the same time. 


The program of management improvement I have 
discussed wih you will give the Office of the 
Ombudsman the ability to decide among the various 
priorities available within the Act, and permit 
the Office to manage the flow of complaints thereby 
arising in a manner consistent with the financial 
limitations the Legislature may approve. This 
will give both you and Members the assurance that 
the Ombudsman is addressing the most important 
needs of the Ontario community, and doing so in 
the most efficient manner. 


Sincerely, 


Donald V. Fowke, 
Chairmane. 


Pcl 4? ss 

At Ats meeting of March j8, 2977, the Boardsot internal 
Economy referred the question of a complete management study 
of the Office of the Ombudsman to the Select Committee, oF pine 
Ombudsman for review. 

In light of my feeling that the Office of the Ombudsman 
should be the subject of a management study, I have decided 
to delay the issuing of the blueprint for the softicesunti ls such 
time as such a study is completed. 

The blueprint will be, in my opinion, an important document 
which will have an influence on the operation of the Office for 
years to come, and it seems appropriate that it should include 
internal complaint-handling and decision-making procedures which 
are considered,as objectively as possible, to be the most 


efficient. 


I am hopeful that the Select Committee will recommend to 
the Board of Internal Economy that the proposed study be undertaken. 
If the study is approved, the blueprint of the Officeof (the 
Ombudsman will be finalized after the management study Mas been 
completed and its findings incorporated into the Offices 


operations. 
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SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE OMBUDSMAN 
On July 15, 1976, the Legislature ordered 


"That a Select Committee of this House be appointed 
to. review from time to time the reports of the 
Ombudsman as they become available, to report 
thereon to the Legislature, and to make such 
recommendations as the Committee deems appropriate; 
reports and recommendations of the Committee to be 
placed on the Order Paper for discussion after 
presentation..." 


On December 16, 1976, the Legislature ordered 
"That the terms of reference of the Select Com- 
mittee...be amended to give the Committee 

authority to formulate from time to time, as 

the Committee deems necessary, pursuant to 

Section 16(1) of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, 

general rules for the guidance of the Ombudsman 

in the exercise of his functions under The 

Ombudsman Act." 

The Committee, after dealing with organizational matters, 
met 15 times during the period from January 18, 1977 to March 
22, 1977, and was composed of the following Members of the 
Legislature: - 

Mr. James Renwick, Q.C. 
Mr. Michael Davison 
Mire barry Grossman 

Mr. William Hodgson 
Honw. Kerth Norton 

Mr. Hugh O'Neil 


Mr. Richard Ruston 
Ms. Gillian Sandeman 


During their meetings, the Committee, among other matters, 
dealt with my First Annual Report and also heard from 16 of the 
Ae a 125 Members who had replied to a request by the Chair- 
man of the Committee to provide comments and observations on the role 
anamoperabtion oO: the, OLfice of the Ombudsman. 

With respect to my First Annual Report, the Committee made a 
number of recommendations concerning the operations of the Office 


of the Ombudsman. 
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Some of these important recommendations and helpful suggestions 
will be dealt with in a special report to the Select Committee 
which will be made available to it in the early fall of 1977. With 
regard to the Committee's other concerns, lI wish to report that: 

1) Representatives of the Office of the Ombudsman and the 
Workmen's Compensation Board met to discuss methods whereby the 
working relationship between the two bodies could be improved. 

The Select Committee in its report expressed concern that 
the working relationship which existed between the Ombudsman and the 
Workmen's Compensation Board might, in some part, be contributing 
to the backlog of cases the Ombudsman's Office had with respect to 
Workmen's Compensation Board cases. Accordingly the Committee 
recommended that both the Ombudsman and the appropriate Workmen's 
Compensation Board Commissioners immediately commence discussions 
for the purpose or arriving at a mutually satisfactory working 
relationship. The Committee further recommended that the Ombudsman 
report in his next report the status of the working relationship 
and any improvements his Office had noted with respect to its ability fo 
process Workmen's Compensation Board complaints. 

Two meetings were held with representatives of the WOE RMentS 
Compensation Board to discuss this particular area. Representing 
the Ombudsman were Ellen Adams, Director of Special Services; 

Kathy Cooper, Director of Research; Philip Patterson, Assistant 
Director of Research; and Niki Catton, Supervisor of Workmen's 
Compensation Investigations. Mr. G. W. Reed, Q.C., Vice Chairman 
of Appeals, and D. F. Hamilton, Commissioner of Appeals, represent- 
ed the Workmen's Compensation Board. The meetings were held on 


Thursday, May 12, 1977, and Wednesday, June 1, 1977. 
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The basis for discussion was a letter dated December 30, 1976, 
sent by the Ombudsman to Mr. Michael Starr, Chairman of the 
Workmen's Compensation Board. The letter set out in point form 
the procedures which were then being followed by the Office of 
the Ombudsman in dealing with complaints against decisions of 
‘the Workmen's Compensation Board. 

The two meetings were conducted in a friendly, constructive 
manner and resulted in procedures being clarified and agreement 
being reached on all outstanding issues. 

Since our First Annual Report, there has been continuing 
improvement in the working relationship between the Office of 
the Ombudsman and the Workmen's Compensation Board and it is 
hoped that any future difficulties will be dealt with through 
discussions with Workmen's Compensation Board representatives. 

I am confident that this improved relationship will continue 
to help our Office investigate Workmen's Compensation Board 


cases in as thorough and efficient a manner as possible. 


2) There has been little or no change with respect to 
our previous observations concerning complaints against Municipal 
Police OLFicers. 

The Committee had asked our Office to comment on our 
experience with such complaints in light of pending legislation 
expected to be tabled by the Ministry of the Solicitor-General 
in early 1977, but since that legislation has not yet been 
imtroduced Or passed; ‘our Office is continuing to deal “with 
complaints against Municipal Police Officers in the regular 
method, that is, to advise complainants of the appeal procedures 


open to them through 


Se, es 
(a) The complaint bureau of their local Police Department, 
(b) Their local Board of Police Commissioners, then 
(c) The Ontario Police Commission. 
We also advise complainants that if they are dissatisfied 
with the resolution of their complaint after its review by the 


Ontario Police Commission, they can contact us again. 


3) The information booklets given to inmates Of “provincial 
correctional institutions has not yet been updated with information 
concerning expanded O.H.I.P. coverage for inmates, but we 
understand that the Ministry of Correctional Services is expected to 
have such information ready for inclusion in its new PraAwvecig 
of the inmate handbooks this fall. 

In the meantime, our Office and the Chief Medical Officer 
of the Ministry have made an arrangement whereby inmate complaints 
concerning the denial of a second medical opinion are “discussed 


first with the institution's attending physician and, if necessary, 


also with the Chief Medical Officer. If, after a review of 
the case, the Chief Medical Officer in his) discretionsieels 
there is a need for a second medical opinion, one is authorized 


and thesappropriate, costs are borne byO.H.t ae. 


4) The Office of the Ombudsman continues to receive; the 
utmost co-operation from‘*officials of the Ministry of Correctional 
Services and the Canadian Penitentiary Service with respect to 
the confidentiality of correspondence between the Ombudsman 
and inmates incarcerated either in Provincial or Federal Institutions. 
The Deputy Minister of Correctional Services indicated to 


the Select Committee that it is the Ministry's policy and practice 
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to afford the same privilege of confidentiality to correspondence 
directed to the Federal Correctional Investigator, and we have 
considered a legislative method by which such a privilege can be 
ensured. 

I recommend that an addition be made to Section 28 of Regula- 
tion 166 (General) of The Ministry of Correctional Services Act 
SO7as 3cO allow for the confidentiality of correspondence to 
and from inmates and the Federal Correctional Investigator. It is 
my Suggestion that in wording one additional regulation considera- 
tion be given to the wording used in Section 17(2) of The Ombudsman 
Act, 1975, which ensures that correspondence from inmates, 


among others, is forwarded unopened to the Ombudsman. 


5) Internal office procedures designed to ensure a more 
efficient resolution of complaints have been instituted through 
changes which more thoroughly involve members of the Directorate 
of Rural, Agricultural and Municipal Services in the investigation 
and completion of complaints. It will be noted in the detailed 
summaries shown in Chapter Five that the Directorate of Rural, 
Agricultural and Municipal Services has been involved more 
visibly in the resolution of complaints than was the case in 
OULSEinetoAnnualoReport. i-This Directorate, in -addition=to 
having responsibility for complaints concerning the areas named 
in its title, is also responsible for complaints from Ontario's 
French-Speaking and Native peoples as well as for complaints 
involving The Residential Premises Rent Review Act. 

in cthesSpring sof. l977 Ginelaght of the) largeanumbercor 
complaints being handled by the Directorate of Institutional 


and Special Services, a new Directorate was established to con- 


centrate on the unique complaints received from inmates of 
provincial jails, detention centres and correctional facilities 

and patients in provincial psychiatric hospitals. The new 
Directorate of Correctional and Psychiatric Services concentrates on 
complaints from these facilities and the restructured Directorate 

of Special Services continues to deal with the large number of 
complaints concerning the WOrKmeows Compensation Board. This 
Directorate also deals with complaints from or concerning 

juveniles and senior citizens as Relies those concerning the 
Ministry of Community and Social Services. 

I am hopeful that these internal changes will help ensure 
that our total staffing resources are deployed so as to more 
efficiently handle complaints, but in light of the ever-increasing 
demands being made on the Office through the larger number of 
complaints being handled, I feel that the previously-mentioned 
proposal to conduct a management study of the internal operations 
of the Office of the Ombudsman is a subject which should receive 
the Select Committee's immediate attention. 

The Office of the Ombudsman, as already pointed out, is 
currently receiving new complaints at a rate which is 46% higher 
than that experienced during our last reporting period and despite 
the above-mentioned internal changes in our Office's operations, 
the backlog of complaints is continuing to grow. 

It should be noted that our office's ability to resolve 
complaints depends on (a) the complexity of the complaint, 

(b) the co-operation received by Ombudsman staff from others 
involved in the settlement of complaints, and (c) the number 


of and work expended by Ombudsman staff. 
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The first two factors - as well as the consideration that 
the Ombudsman cannot control the number of complaints brought 
Commis OLiice  Yare beyond the Ombudsmam’s control, and I must 
emphasize that the number of complex and time-consuming complaints 
has increased dramatically since my First Annual Report. At that time, 
‘we had dealt with and closed 43 complaints which required nine 
months or more to complete. By comparison, this report includes 
309 complaints which required that length of time to complete. 
Obviously, the more time our Investigators must spend on complex 
complaints hampers them in attending to grievances of a more 
Current nature. 

The last factor depends not only on the availability of 
staff but also on their proper deployment to deal with complaints. 
Hopefully, the internal changes outlined above, as well as the 


important findings which could be implemented as a result of the 


proposed management study, will enable the Office of the Ombudsman 
Loemoreneriaciently deal with complaints and maintain the complaint 


backlog situation at an acceptable level. 


6) The policy of the Office of the Ombudsman with respect 
LOmCNeEOMOUNteOteassSlotance tt iis able tooprovide .to complainants 
whose complaints are outside the jurisdiction of The Ombudsman 
Act, 1975, has not changed since our First Annual Report. 

As I stated in that report, the Office of the Ombudsman, 

Poly ino sone ne Sexpressi1Ons.Of Concern of some MP. Pos sduring 
thesdebate on he Ombudsman, Act, 19/75, ensured that in structuring 
the Office such complainants would be assisted to the best of 


Sitmeabil Ley. 
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To that end, certain staff members of the Office have 
become extremely knowledgeable about the avenues of redress open 
to complainants with grievances which fall outside the jurisdiction 
of the Ombudsman and they are able to efficiently communicate the 
necessary information to complainants. 

Fortunately, as has been mentioned previously, outside 
jurisdiction complaints, as a percentage of all complaints, appear 
to be dropping, but based on my observations of other Ombudsman 
operations throughout the world, there is no doubt in my mind that 
they will continue to represent a substantial amount of this Offices 
caseload. 

I am confident that the assistance provided to citizens 


with complaints which fall outside our Furisdictron is valuable 


to them in the resolution of their grievances and until leam 
directed otherwise by the Legislature, I feel it is my duty 


to continue to provide such assistance. 


7) The Office of the Ombudsman has adopted the Manual 
of Administration as suggested by the Select Committee and 


the Board of Internal Economy. 


6) The OrfLice of tie Ombudsman has used and will continue 
to use the purchasing facilities of the Mimvcery Of slransporta— 
tion and Communications for the purchase of any addi tzronalor 
replacement automobiles required by the office. 

As I commented previously, the other concerns raised by 
the Select Committee will be dealt with ina special report to 
the Committee this fall. In addition, I will be pleased to 
provide more detail to the Committee, at its request, on the 
recommendations and suggestions already fenenes upon in this 


TeEDOLKt. 


RECOMMENDATIONS DENIED 

In a number of cases during this reporting period, I have, 
after a complaint has been investigated, formed the opinion that 
the governmental organization involved should act upon a recommenda- 
tion I made which would, I felt, rectify the problem presented 
by the complainant. 

Such recommendations, which I refer to as "Formal Recommenda- 
GLonswein*orthertparts ofthis report, are made pursuant to 
Section 22 of The Ombudsman Act, 1975 (a copy of the Act is 
included in this report as Appendix "A"). 

During this reporting period, I made 21 such recommendations, 
the following four of which were rejected by the governmental 


organization involved. 


--My recommendation to the Workmen's Compensation Board 
that a 30 year old worker, who was injured in 1971, be given 
further assistance by the Board's rehabilitation Department 
for a six month period. 

The worker had suffered a back and shoulder injury in 1971 
and had received full or partial compensation benefits from 
August. oy lee Lon une 2ye197>."8 During that, foun year period 
he had worked only three days and contended that, despite numerous 
medical reports to the contrary, he could not return to work. 

In making my recommendation, I commented that the Board 
had been very fair with respect to financial benefits allocated 
to the complainant construction worker, but said there had been no 


assistance offered in the area of specific retraining programs or 
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job placements. I concluded that the complainant required 
assistance in overcoming his perceived disability. 

The Board responded by commenting that since it already had 
denied the complainant further benefits, it would be contrary to 
Board policy to grant him rehabilitative services. It said that 
" there is no evidence to even suggest that (the complainant) 
has any intention of returing to work of any sort," added that 
"to ask the rehabilitation people to prolong the procedure appears 
to be a waste of time and energy," and concluded, "from a practical 
point of view, we believe that when (the complainant) decides to 
return to work he will do so and not until, and the sooner he 
realizes that he will get no further assistance from the Board, 
the better. We would hope that a clear cut decision from the Board 
at this time will hasten, not hinder his return to work." (A 
detailed summary of this case is included in Chapter Five, 


Case #135, under the heading "Workmen's Compensation Board".) 


--My recommendation that the government pay a complainant 
$1,318 for his losses and legal expenses. The complainant had 
made a verbal agreement to purchase a neighbouring 20-acre 
parcel of land from his neighbour in August, 1974, and he then 
made arrangements with another neighbour for the exchange of 
farm goods and services in return for access to the neighbour's 
land. 

Prior to the land transaction closing, however, the Ministry 


of Government Services offered to buy the land which had already 
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been the subject of the verbal agreement. This owner was under 
the mistaken impression that she could change her mind about the 
Government's offer within 30 days. 

The complainant contended he had lost anticipated profits 
from the sale of timber on the land and said he had incurred 
legal and out-of-pocket expenses as a result of the agreement 
between the neighbour and the Government. 

At the time of our investigation, the Government had still 
not closed its transaction with the complainant's neighbour because 
of conditions it had added to the purchase agreement respecting the 
requirement of a lack of litigation concerning the purchase. 

I recommended (a) that the Ministry pay the complainant his 
losses and legal expenses and (b) that it complete its transaction 
with the complainant's neighbour. 

My second recommendation was implemented, but the Government, 
relying on an opinion of the Deputy Attorney-General, said that 
no authorization existed to entitle a Ministry to implement the 
recommended payment. (A detailed summary of this case is included 
in Chapter Five, Case #60, under the heading "Ministry of 


Government Services".) 


--My recommendation that the Workmen's Compensation Board 
extend the benefit period allowed to an injured worker by two 
months. 

The complainant had suffered a neck disability and was 
compensated in the amount of about $800 by the Board for the 


period September, 1973, to early February, 1974. She returned 
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to work on February 5, 1974, and remained there until February 22, 
1974, when she was again away from work UntileAprinwl pero 74a. 

The issue was whether this latter period was compensable, 
and after our review of the complainant's medical file from the 
Board, I recommended that her benefit entitlement period be 
extended to cover the period from February 22, 1974, to Apra lier 
1974. 

The Board denied my recommendation and said that the worker, 
when she returned to work on February 5, 1974, had also returned 
oe her pre-existing state prior to her compensable injury and was 
therefore not entitled to further benefits. 

I took the view that the complainant had not returned to 
her "pre-accident" state by February 5, 1974, since she had been 
off work less than three weeks later with exactly the same symptoms 
as those which caused her disability from September, 1973, to 
February, 1974. (A detailed summary of this case is included in 
Chapter Five, Case #136, under the heading, "Workmen's Compensation 


Board.") 


--My recommendation concerning a complainant who was deemed 
ineligible for a grant under the Ontario Home Renewal Program. 

The complainant's house had burned down and she had purchased 
a new one which was moved to her lot, but as a result of a dispute 
with a contractor, the house had not been placed on its foundation. 

The local municipality, which administered the O.H.R.P. 
grants, denied her grant application -- which she needed in order 


to have the house placed on its foundation -- because it was 
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unoccupied. The complainant had not occupied the house because 
the municipality would not allow water and hydro services to be 
installed until the house was on its foundation. 

After our investigation, I concluded that, due to the 
special facts of the case, the Minister of Housing should advise 
the municipal authority to forego the occupancy requirement in 
the complainant's case. 

The Minister replied that a review of the complainant's case 
indicated that an O.H.R.P. grant would be inappropriate and he 
also said that it would be irresponsible for the Ministry to compel 
a participating municipality to contravene a regulation governing 
EnerOeH aK abs 

I then noted that the regulation affecting the complainant's 
case did not allow for a Ministerial discretion to exercise a 
waiver in any circumstances, and I therefore recommended to the 
Minister that consideration be given to amending the regulation 
tCoea low “or such a discretion. 

I. also recommended that if this recommendation was not 
acceptable, that an amendment be considered to allow a municipality 
to exercise such discretion. 

At the same time, I recommended that if either amendement 
was made, the discretion be exercised in the sone lai ance favour. 
The Minister replied to my recommendation saying that it 
seemed to have much merit, but he later wrote to me saying, 

i part, 
"While the particular situation surrounding 
(the complainant's) case was certainly 


considered, our review focused more 
emphatically on the probable impact of 
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such revisions on the overall program 
delivery mechanism. 
The program as it now exists features 
unusual flexibility, emphasizing a 
reliance on municipal judgment and 
discretion. Because of this characteri- 
stic the program can generally accommodate 
extraordinary circumstances where real need 
is manifested 
In general we concluded that there is no 
demonstration of pressing need for remodel- 
ling the program with the addition of a 
special waiving provision." 


(A detailed summary of this case is included in Chapter 5, 


Case #81, under the heading, "Ministry of Housing.") 


Although, under The Ombudsman Act, 1975, I have a 
discretion to bring these four cases to the attention of the 
Premier and thereafter to the Legislature, I have decided to 
deliver them directly to the Legislature for its consideration. 

At the same time, I feel it is important to again bring 
to the Legislature's attention a case already outlined in my 
First Annual Report. 

For the sake of convenience, I am setting out below the 
detailed summary of the case which appeared in my First Annual 
Report as well as the comments of the Select Committee on the 


Ombudsman after their consideration of this case. 
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Cok) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant wished to have his birth certificate 
amended to reflect the results of a sex change operation. Two 
years, priorito lodging this complaint, the complainant, through his 
solicitor, had been successful in obtaining a Court Order that 
changed his then female name to a male name. The Deputy 
Registrar General noted the change of name on the birth registra- 
tion and a birth certificate was issued in the name of the 
complainant in accordance with Section 26 of [The Vital Statistics 
Act. The birth certificate, however, still designated the 
complainant's sex as female rather than male. The complainant's 
solicitor wrote the Deputy Registrar General of the Ministry 
requesting that, the sex, désigqgnation on the birth certificate 
Dew changed +O male. The, complainant's solicitor was told that 
this would not be done since there was no provision for such a 


CheangGwundelw luc VitalyStatistics: Act. 


Before contacting us, the complainant had brought his 
problem to the attention of M.P.P.'s Albert Roy (Liberal - Ottawa 
East) and Evelyn Gigantes (N.D.P. - Carleton East). 


Our Director of Research examined the provisions of 
The Vital Statistics Act and communicated with the Ombudsman or 
Acting Ombudsman for the Provinces of Alberta, Saskatchewan and 
New Brunswick. He also spoke with the Secretary to the 
Psychiatrist in charge of the Gender Identity Clinic of the 
Clarke Institute of Psychiatry in Toronto and met with 
Mintieeryeortucialss= We concluded that Since there was no 


provision in Phe vital Statistics Act which» would allow a change 


in the sex designation on the complainant's birth certificate 

EOmoLInG Leet Oo rcOonLOrnmity wlth his present Sexual’ status, the 
Ministry had acted properly and in accordance with the law when 

it refused the complainant's request. However, in our opinion, it was 
apparent that the decision not to change the sex designation on 

the birth certificate was made in accordance with a law or Act 

that, in the words of Section 22(1)(b) of The Ombudsman Act 


Ee eee 


"was unreasonable, unjust, oppressive 
or improperly discriminatory". 


Our opinion was supported by the fact that the legislators of 
four Provinces--British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan and 

New Brunswick--had passed amendments to their vital statistics 
legislation to allow registrations and birth certificates to be 
changed for persons who have undergone transsexual surgery. In 
particular, Ihe Health Act of New Brunswick was so amended 
directly as a consequence of that Province's Ombudsman's 


recommendation in 1975. 


With both the Deputy Registrar General and the 
Assistant Deputy Registrar General neceptive jlo tie Necescary 
legislative amendment being made, we sent a letter to the 
Deputy Minister of Consumer and Commercial Relations recommending 
that all necessary steps be taken to draft an amendment to 
the Vital Statistics Act which would enable the Registrar General 
to change the sex designation on the registration and 
certificate of birth of those persons who have undergone trans- 
sexual surgery. We subsequently received word from the 
Deputy Minister informing us that a policy submission was 
being prepared for the Justice Policy Field and, if approved, an 
amendment to the Vital Statistics Act would be drafted. 


The Select ee es ers, at pages 31 and 32 of its Second 
Report (March, 1977). ySasc. 

"Complaint #31 at page 403 of the Report, deals with 
the provisions of The Vital Statistics Act. At present, The Vital 
Statistics Act does not permit the Registrar-General to change 
a sex designation on a birth certificate of a person who has 


successfully undergone sex change operative procedures. 


SS 

"The Committee was informed by the Deputy Registrar- 
General that there is at present proposed legislation within his 
Ministry providing for sex designation changes by a person on 
application, accompanied by proof from a duly qualified medical 
practitioner that the sex change operative procedures have, in 
fact, been successfully completed. At present, this legislation 
is with Cabinet for consideration. 

"The Committee understands the effect of this sex 
' designation change will be as if the new designation has existed 
at all times. It will be noted on the birth register but 
will not supplant the original designation. The Committee 
therefore presumes that the designation will not be retrospective 
in its legal affect. If it were, it would raise a great number 
of statistical and substantive legal implications. The Committee 
therefore recommends that the Minister of Consumer and Commerical 
Relations introduce legislation, as soon as possible, to amend The 
Vital Statistics Act to provide authority in the Registrar-General 
to make such a sex designation change containing the appropriate 
safeguards to ensure that the effect of the sex designation change 


not be retrospective." 


As of this report, there has been no change in legislation 
Com iecovLtaleotatlstics Act, and) the fact that there has: not is 
working a continuing hardship on the complainant mentioned above 
because he wishes to marry but is prevented from doing so until 
the necessary amendment is presented to the legislature and 


passed. 


PRIVATE > TEARINGS 

During the reporting period, members of my Staff  (parcicuLlcar.y 
those from the Directorates of Interview Services and Investiga- 
tions) held 33 private hearings throughout Ontario. 

These hearings are now an integral part of the Ombudsman 
function and, considering that 20% of the new complaints coming 
to our Office emanate from this source, it is obvious to me that 
such hearings are necessary. 

Not only do they ensure that those of Ontario's cireizens 
residing outside the largerurban areas have access to the 
Ombudsman, but they also, through the excellent media coverage 
given to our hearings, help to inform thousands of people of 
ene existence or otir Offtce* 

During the reporting period, members of my staff met with 
members of the public on a no-appointment necessary basis in the 


communities of: 


Goderich September 22 
Listowell September 23 
Origa September 29 
Midland September 30 
Barrie October 1 
Parry Sound October 19 
Hamilton (Mohawk College)October 22 
Cambridge October 28 
Dryden November 3 
Sioux Lookout November 4 
Red Lake (Balmertown) November 5 
Nipigon November 16 
Marathon November 17 
Geraldton November 18 
Peterborough November 25 
Trenton November 26 
Englehart December 7 
New Liskeard Decmeber 8 
Mattawa December 9 
Toronto (Etobicoke) January 13 
Smith Falls January 18 
Brockville January 19 
Cornwall January 20 
Atikokan February 15 
Fort Francis February 16 
Rainy River February 17 
Manitoulin Island March 1 
Espanola March 2 
Elliott Lake March. 3 
Chatham March 9 
Tobermory March 22 
Owen Sound March 23 


Collingwood March 24 


mS 
A detailed list of these hearings, including the number of 


interviews conducted, is to be found in Appendix "B". 


SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS 

As well as informing the people of Ontario indirectly of 
our operations through the media when members of my staff travel 
On prElvate hearings, both I and senior Ombudsman staff continued 
to take part in a public speaking program designed to educate 
the citizens Of the province of the role and function of our 
OflLice, 

Particular attention was paid to senior high school 
classes and assemblies and during the period covered by this 
report, our Office's operations were discussed with a total of 
2,945 students. Their reactions, through their comments and 
questions, was an educational process for both parties 
involved and was, in my Opinion, an important. step in 
furthering an understanding of the relationships among the young 
people of the province - who will be the leaders of the province - 
and the many branches of the legislative process. 

OD course, See of students were not the only bodies 
Spoken with, and both lL and other members of my stati addressed 
orouge including trade Union associations, Eraternal organiza— 
tlons, and Community and reivoq1ous groups. 

In total, almost 10,000 individuals learned of the role 
and Lunction of the Office of the Ombudsman through our public 
Seuecaking program trom, December 14,°1976 to March 31, 1977. 
(Speaking engagements for the period July 11, 1976 to December 13, 


1976 were detailed in my First Annual Report). A full list of 


= Soe 
the speaking engagements from December 14, 1976 to Marechwes.l ae uo, 


is included in this report as Appendix "C". 


TELEPHONE SYSTEM CHANGE 

As the workload of the Ombudsman's office has increased, 
we have found that the normal Bell business system facilities 
have become unable to handle the call load on even average days. 

As a result, and after study and research, the OtaLee, Os 
the Ombudsman is now preparing for the installation of a "Centrex" 
system which will come into operation in August, ai el es 

While no immediate changes are planned for the long-distance 
and toll facilities of the Office (an analysis of the telephone 
log indicates that there is no urgency for, for instance, a Zenith 
number or some other system) the Centrex development will greatly 
improve public access to the Ombudsman and his services. 

A province-wide information program is being undertaken 
to inform the public of the various directorates -- through new 
listings in all telephone books --—7and, through the installation 
of this new system the services of the Office of the Ombudsman 
will become even more available to complainants in a direct 
and efficient manner. 

Of course, the Office of the Ombudsman will continue to 
operate as a 24-hour public service and the change-over to 
the new telephone system will not affect the evening and weekend 


Call monitoring program that has beensandsis\an ettecr. 
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INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE 

As I mentioned in my First Annual Report, I and senior 
members of my staff attended the world's First International 
Conference of Ombudsmen in Edmonton in September, 1976. This 
conference was hosted by the Office of the Ombudsman of Alberta, 
ae first Canadian province to establish such an office. 

Representatives from more than 50 different jurisdictions 
throughout the world met for the first time, and around the 
conference table they discussed common problems and methods 
of dealing with such problems and also became aware of the 
enormous benefits to be derived from the pooling of philosophies, 
experiences with citizen complaints and their resolution and 
general information. 

A major eeeiie at the Conference was the decision to form 
an International Steering Committee. That committee, of which 
I am honoured to be a member, met in the spring of this year 
with regard to several matters of common concern. 

At that meeting, which was held in Paris, a proposal was 
made and accepted that an International Centre for studies relat- 
ing to the work of Ombudsmen be established at the University 
Oienlberta s Factllty Of Law in Eidmonton. “Dean Frank Jones of that 
Paculrty was appointed to Nead the Centre and he is already 
engaged in preliminary organizational work to ensure that the 
Centre will prove a valuable source of information for Ombudsmen 


around the world. 


The Steering Committee also decided that the next International 


Ombudsman Conference will be held in Jerusalem in 1980. 
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In conjunction with the First International Conference 


of Ombudsmen, my office played host to several Ombudsmen from 


jurisdictions around the world as they journeyed to or returned 


from Edmonton. Among our guests before the Conference were: 


Mr. David Longland & party (Queensland, Australia) 
Dr. Nebenzahl & Mr. Schiff (Israel) 

Sir Guy & Lady Powles (New Zealand) 

Dr. & Mrs. Harry Smith (Nova Scotia) 

Mr. & Mrs. Gordon Combe (South Australia) 

M. Aime Pacquet (France) 


Following the Conference, the visitors were: 


Mr. Frank Hedges (Papua-New Guinea) 
Dr. Dorma S. Aalto (Finland) 

Mr. Justice Moti Tikaram (Eos) 

Mr. & Mrs; Oliver Dixon (Western Australia) 
Mr. Ul£ Lundvik (Sweden) 

Mr. dohnn Di lion (Vietoria) 


In addition to Provincial, receptions held. tommencummoun 


guests, working sessions were arranged between the Ombudsmen 


and members of my staff to familiarize them with the Office of 


the Ombudsman in Ontario. The comments and suggestions 


they made relating to our new organization were both appreciated 


and helprud. 


In closing, I feel I would be remiss if Eo did not expres. 


my deep appreciation to the dedicated staff of the Ombudsman 


who daily investigate and otherwise are involved in 
of complaints brought. to our Orfice . Without tneir 
efforts, the results shown in this report would not 
possible and I have every confidence that they will 


Service. to the public ian the sruture: 


the resolution 
tireless 
have been 


continue their 


COMPLAINTS BY ORGANIZATION 


GOVERNMENT OF ONTARIO 
Ministries/Agencies 


Agriculture and Food 
Ontario Milk Marketing Board 


Attorney General 
Criminal Injuries Compensation Board 
Land Compensation Board 
Ontario Municipal Board 


Colleges and Universities 
Colleges of Applied Arts 
and Technology 


Community and Social Services 


Consumer and Commercial Relations 
Liquor Control Board 


Correctional Services 
Correctional Centres/Adult Training 
Centres/Detention Centres 
Schools 
Jails 


Total 1016 
Ontario Parole Board 


Culture and Recreation 
Ontario Lottery Corporation 


Education 
Teacher's Superannuation Commission 


Energy 
Ontario Energy Board 
Ontario Hydro 


Environment 
Government Services 


Health 
Psychiatric Hospitals 
OHIP 


soneeul — ALP 


Housing 
Ontario Housing Corporation 
Ontario Mortgage Corporation 


Industry and Tourism 


Labour 
Ontario Human Rights Commission 
Ontario Labour Relations Board 
Workmen's Compensation Board 


2 


COMPLAINTS BY ORGANIZATION 


Natural Resources 
Revenue 


Solicitor General 
Ontario Police Commission 
Ontario Provincial Police 


Transportation and Communications 


Treasury, Economics and 
Intergovernmental Affairs 


Total 
Ontario Government Other 


Management Board 
Civil Service Commission 
Public Service Grievance Board 
Office of the Assembly 
Commission on Election 
Contributions and Expenses 
Office of the Premier/Cabinet Office 
Niagara Escarpment Commission 
Office of the Ombudsman 
Executive Council 


Total 
Government. of Ontario Total 
COURS 


Total 


FEDERAL GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS/AGENCIES 


Air Canada 

Canadian Penitentiary Services 

Central Mortgage and Housing 

Consumer and Corporate Affairs 

Office of the Correctional Investigator 
Health and Welfare 


Indian Affairs and Northern Development 


Justice 

Manpower and Immigration 
National Parole Board 

Rost Otmn vee 

Public Service Commission 
Public Works 

Revenue Canada - Taxation 
Royal Canadian Mounted Police 
Uthesnausyorere we 

Unemployment Insurance Commission 
Veterans Affairs 

Federal Government -— Other 


Total 


Lee, 
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2694 


COMPLAINTS BY ORGANIZATION 
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PRIVATE Aes S 
Associations/Groups 47 47 
Complaint Bureau iL i 
Children's Aid Society ILS} 1B) 
POCLOWS som ratvents Zak Pesl 
Hospitals — Private 29 29 
Lawyers - Clients ; Ag ple leek 
Law Society of Upper Canada 31 shil 
College of Physicians and Surgeons 7 4 
Other - Private tOal 101 
Private Business 478 478 
Private Individual 2 T] Deu 
Universities 14 14 
AMohesul 1140 1140 
MUNICIPALITIES/LOCAL AUTHORITIES 
Municipalities 427 427 
Municipal Police 100 100 
Total 5277 pei 
OTHER PROVINCES 
Total 10 10 
INTERNATIONAL 
Total 25 25 
NO ORGANIZATION SPECIFIED 
Total 35 8 43 
1827 3230 19 5076 


OVERALL TOTAL 
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REPORT ON THE DEVELOPMENTS IN THE NORTH PICKERING CASE 


In the First Annual Report of the Ombudsman which was 
presented to the Legislature on January 10, 1977, reference was 
made in Appendix B to the Ombudsman's Report and Recommendations 
on the investigation of the North Pickering Project. 

As was outlined in the. Annual Report, the Minister of 
Housing publicly announced on July 7, 1976 that he, on behalf 
of his Ministry, was rejecting the recommendations which the 
Ombudsman had made in the North Pickering Project Report. It 
was the Ombudsman's opinion as a result of his investigation of 
the North Pickering Project that the former North Pickering 
landowners specified in the Report had not been dealt with 
fairly by the Ministry of Housing when that Ministry had acquired 
the property of the owners through a program of land acquisition. 
The Ombudsman had accordingly recommended that certain landowners' 
cases be referred to the Land Compensation Board for the purpose 
of determining the amount of monetary compensation that each 
should receive. 

OneJuly=8, 1976, the Ombudsman indicated by public announce= 
ment that he would be referring his Report and Recommendations 
to the Premier of the Province for his consideration. After the 
Premier had had an opportunity to review the Report, he met with 
the Ombudsman on seven occasions. While these meetings were 
going on, the Ombudsman agreed with the Premier that a Select 
Committee of the Legislature, representing all political parties 
in the proportions they were represented in the Legislature, 
should be appointed to consider the Ombudsman's Report and 


Recommendations. 
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On July 15, 1976, it was moved in the Legislative Assembly 
by the Premier and seconded by Mr. Stephen Lewis that a Select 
Committee of the House be appointed 

"to review from time to time the reports 

of the Ombudsman as they become available, 

to report thereon to the Legislature, and 

to make such recommendations as the 

Committee deems appropriate; reports and 

recommendations of the Committee to be 

placed on the Order Paper for discussion 

after presentation." 
The Committee as it was constituted consisted of eight members of 
the Provincial Parliament; they were: 

Mr. James Renwick, Chairman, (NDP, Riverdale), 

Ms. Gillian Sandeman (NDP, Peterborough), 

Mr. Michael Davison (NDP, Hamilton Centre), 

Mr. Larry Grossman, Vice-Chairman, (PC, St. Andrew- 

St. Patrick), 

Mr. William Hodgson (PC, North York), 

Mr. Keith Norton (PC, Kingston and the Islands), 

Mr. Hugh O" Neil (Ley Guinte), “and 

Mr. Richard F. Ruston (L., Essex North). 

The Select Committee on the Ombudsman began its consideration 
of the Ombudsman's Report in late August of 1976, with the 
assistance of its counsel, Mr. John Bell. The proceedings 
before the Committee recessed for approximately three weeks in 
September, reconvening on September 27, 1976. In the interim, 
however, the Ombudsman was served on September 24, 1976 with a 
Notice of Application for Judicial Review brought by five of the 
land acquisition agents who had dealt with a number of the 
former landowners named in the Ombudsman's Report. The Application 
for Judicial Review would have been brought in the Divisional Court 
and its disposition posed the threat of a substantial delay in the 


progress being made not only by the Select Committee but also 


in the ultimate disposition of the problem. 
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During the discussions before the Select Committee, it 
was suggested by a member of the Committee that the Minister of 
Housing and the Ombudsman should try to find a solution to the 
problems posed bythe Application)... “Asa result of this! suggestion, 
the Minister and the Ombudsman met privately and arrived at an 
agreement which was subsequently ratified by the Select Committee 
with minor variations. The terms of the agreement were also 
acceptable to counsel for the five land acquisition agents. 

The agreement called for the establishment of a Commission 
under The Public Inquiries Act, 1971 to investigate those complaints 
of the landowners named in the Ombudsman's Report which the 
Minister had disputed and any of the other cases referred to in 
the Report where the negotiations were handled by any one of the 
five applicants to the Motion for Judicial Review before the 
Divisional Court. The agreement also provided that the balance 
of the cases referred to in the Ombudsman's Report and any new 
cases which had been lodged with the Ombudsman's Office since 
the finalization of the Report would be reopened and investigated 
at a hearing conducted pursuant to the provisions of Section 20(2) 
of The Ombudsman Act, 1975. The Minister undertook to give wpe aes 
to whatever recommendation the Ombudsman made in connection with 
this: groupnod, cases. 

The agreement also provided that the former landowners and 
the Ministry would be entitled to be represented by counsel at 
each hearing and that the Ombudsman would appoint counsel to act 
on behalf of the landowners with reasonable fees for such counsel 


to be paid, by. the Ministry of Housing: 
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The Government appointed three persons by Order-in-Council 


to comprise the Commission under The Public) Inquiries Act, a7 Ll: 
The Honourable J. F. Donnelly, Mr. R. M. Grant, Q.C., and Mr. 
Peter Marriott, Esq. The appointment by the Government of the 
three members of the Commission was made without any consultation 
with either the Select Committee on the Ombudsman or the Ombudsman 
himself. Following the announcement of the appointment of the 
three members to the Commission, the Ombudsman wrote the following 


letter to the Premier on November 12, 1976: 


"Dear Mr. Premier: 


Re: The Commission appointed to 
inquire into certain cases 
relating to the North 


_ Pickering PROJeCE 


I was much disturbed by the decision to appoint 
the members of the Commission without any consultation 
with me or the Chairman of the Select Committee on the 
Ombudsman. 

I feel this was an oversight of very great 
importance. 

It was the desire of the Ministry of Housing that 
the controversy between the landowners and the Ministry 
be determined in a Public Inquiry. There is a long and 
wise tradition that frowns on the unilateral selection 
by one party of the judges who will be charged with the 
responsibility of hearing and determing the matter in 
dispute. 

It is no doubt unnecessary to draw your attention 
or the attention of the Attorney General that not all of 
the Government appointments to the Commission are accept 
able to me. 

I always felt that my meetings with you and my 
subsequent meetings with Mr. Rhodes, when the compromise 
was worked out, were conducted in an atmosphere of 
frankness and candor. The selection of the Commission, 
therefore, without consultation with me as the other 
party to the controversy or with the Select Committee 
came as a surprise to me. 

I. Stroncly, urge, that. the Commission be re- 
constituted afer consultation with me and Mr. James 
Renwick, M.P.P., on behalf of the Select Committee. 

As an alternative, I urge that the present Commission 
be increased to five members and that one of the 


So oae 


additional members be designated by me and the other 
by Mr. Renwick. Happily, there is ample time to 
implement either of the foregoing suggestions. 

You will agree with me that it is well esta- 
blished that justice should not only be done but 
appear to be done. 

With all good wishes, I remain 


YOUES faiGhiud vy. 

Subsequent to the above letter of November 12, 1976, 
discussions took place between the Ombudsman and officials in 
the Premier's Office. On November 24, 1976, the Ombudsman wrote 
the following letter to the Premier: 

"Dear Mr. Premier: 


Re: The Commission appointed to 
inquire into certain cases 
relating to the North 


PACKer ang PEOJEGCe 


Subsequent to my letter to you of November 12, 
1976, I had a number of telephone conversations with 
Dr. B.*Stewart;, Deputy Minister, in your office. 

The final result of these discussions has been 
that you have agreed to the replacement of Mr. 
Marriott as a member of the Commission set up to 
inguire into some of the North Pickering land deals 
by a? person of my designation. 

I am now in a position to advise you of my 
Nneonimec. Tt ws Mr. David Gi Humphrey, O7C. 7 "3 Sultan 
Street, Toronto, Ontario. 

Mr. Humphrey, I am sure, needs no introduction 
to you and certainly not to the Attorney General who 
has known him as well as I over his years as a 
practising lawyer. After having attended both Yale 
University and the University of Toronto, he attended 
Osyooue Hall and was called to the Bar of Ontario in 
1950. He served his articling period as a student 
WEE Me. Cnarles Lf. Dubin, O.C., now Ene Honourable 
Mr. Justice Dubin of the Ontario Court of Appeal and 
a member of the same firm was the late Mr. Jack 
Kimber. Mr. Humphrey served as Assistant Crown 
Ateomne, on uhe County of York from 1950 to 1954. 

He was appointed Queen's Counsel in 1960. He has 
engaged in the practice of law in Toronto ever 

since his retirement from the Crown Attorney's 

staff and has figured in some of the most celebrated 
Gases tomhbavembeenstrieds in, Ontario.Courts, .He is 

a founding member of the Criminal Lawyers' Association 
and presently serves as a Director of The Advocates’ 


iGO me 


Society. He is a Bencher of the Law Society of Upper 
Canada and serves on a number of its important committees. 
In view of thissoutstanding background, sf vamesure 
you will agree that we are exceedingly fortunate to have 
prevailed upon Mr. Humphrey to accept this responsibility. 
I am embarrassed by the inadequacy of the compensation to 
be allowed him but he is fully aware of this and out of a 
clear sense of public duty has agreed to serve. 

I take it when his appointment has been confirmed by 
Order=in-Council, 2 will be notret ted. 


YOUrSG. Halen ruisly 
On December 2, 1976, the Premier issued the following press 
release: 


"TORONTO--Premier William Davis today announced that 
Toronto lawyer David G. Humphrey, Q.C., will be 

appointed to the three-member commission to implement 
the agreement reached by the Minister of Housing and 
the Ombudsman relating to North Pickering land sales. 


It was announced on October 26 that the Honourable 

J. F. Donnelly, a former Justice of the Supreme Court 
of Ontario, will head the commission. Other members 
appointed were: Roy Grant;,0.CGs, and G2.P. Marrlorc, 
both members of the Ontario Land Compensation Board. 
Mr. Grant is vice-chairman of that board. 


Premier Davis said that since the original announce- 
ment of the commission members, Ombudsman Arthur 
Maloney has requested that Mr. Humphrey be appointed. 
He will replace Mr. Marriott who has agreed to step 
down as a member of the commission. 

The commission was formed following an agreement 
reached in September by Housing Minister John Rhodes 
and Mr. Maloney and subsequently endorsed by the 


Select Committee of the Legislature on the Office of 
the Ombudsman." 


Pursuant to the agreement between the Ombudsman and the 
Minister of Housing, the Ombudsman appointed Mr. Ian G. Scott, 
O.C., Mrs Chris Gy Palaave, sand Mr. jvohnecol Tins. to actaac 
counsel to the former landowners before the Commission. 

On October 1, 1976, the Ombudsman, in the exercise of his 


powers of delegation under Section 27 of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, 
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designated Mr. Keith A. Hoilett, Special Assistant and Legal 
Officer to the Ombudsman, to conduct hearings in relation to the 
reopened North’ Pickering Project complaints: as well as those 
additional complaints relating to the North Pickering Project 
and not forming part of the Ombudsman's North Pickering Report 
dated June 22, 1976. Mr. Michael A. Wadworth and Mr. John F. 
Rook were appointed by the Ombudsman to act as counsel for the 
former landowners in these proceedings. 

these hearings, which are being held-pursuant to Section 20 
of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, commenced on December 6, 1976 and 
are currently proceeding in private as provided by The Ombudsman 
Act, 1975. Except for a two-week break at Christmas and a short 
break at Easter, these hearings have been proceeding without 
interruption since the date of their commencement on December Gr, 
1976. Initially, Mr. Hoilett had been sitting four days a week-- 
Monday to Thursday; however, since Monday, February 21, 1977, Mr. 
Hoilett has been sitting five days a week. 

The Ombudsman is pleased with the progress of these hearings. 
As of June 30, 1977, Mr. Hoilett had heard evidence in respect of 
the 34th complaint. The projected total number of complaints to 
beuhneard as approximately 75. It is still ‘too early to forecast 
precisely when these hearings will be completed but assuming the 
present pace is maintained, it is hoped that all the evidence 
will be ineby tne latter part of “this year, “As of vuune 30, 1977, 
a total of 122 witnesses had given evidence before Mr. Hoilett 
in these proceedings. 

With respect to the progress of the hearings before the 


Commission appointed by the Government under The Public Inguiries 


eas 
Act, 1971, an informal meeting was convened by the members of 
the Commission on November 4, 1976 in the offices of the Land 
Compensation Board, 7th Floor, 10 King Street East, Toronto. 
Counsel for the former landowners attended the meeting at which 
it was announced that Mr. Robert P. Armstrong and Mr. Willard J. 
L'Heureux would be acting as counsel for the Ministry of Housing 
in the proceedings before the Commission and Mr. John Sopinka, 
Q.C., and Mr. Robert W. Cosman would be acting as counsel for the 
land acquisition agents who had been the applicants to the Motion 
for Judicial Review. | 

On November 22, 1976, a second preliminary meeting was held 
by the members of the Commission in the offices of the Land 
Compensation Board, to which all counsel were again invited. 
Informal discussion took place at this meeting concerning the 
procedure by which the Commission would conduct its hearings but 
the Chairman, the Honourable Je FE. Donnelly, indicated “thate ihe; 
and his fellow Commissioners would be reserving the majority of 
their procedural decisions until such time as the Commission 
formally convened its hearings. At the conclusion of the meeting, 
the Chairman announced a proposed commencement date for the 
hearings of January 24, 1976. 

The Ministry of Housing designated the 11th floor of the 
offices of the Attorney General at 18 King Street East, Toronto, 
as the location for the hearings to be conducted before the 
Commission. These hearings commenced on January 24, 1977 and, 
at this time, the Commissioners made certain rulings with respect 
to the procedure by which they intended to discharge their 


obligations as set out in the Order-in-Council constituting the 
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Commission. At this time, the Commissioners ruled that they were 
Strung infarjudicial capacaty, that theyawould hear each of ‘the 
complainants' cases individually and would reserve their decision 
On each case until they had heard all of the evidence. The 
Commissioners also ruled that the complaints of the former land- 
owners would be heard before any reply offered by the Ministry 

of Housing would be heard and that any counsel calling witnesses 
would be required to confine his questioning to direct 
examination only. 

OnaJanuary 25, 1977, the Commission sat for the second day 
of its hearings, at which time counsel for the former landowners 
introduced into evidence a number of documents, two of which were 
objected to by counsel for the Ministry of Housing. The 
Commissioners, in a majority ruling, with Mr. Humphrey dissenting, 
decided that the two documents should not be admitted into 
evidence. Counsel for the former landowners also called their 
first witness in the Commission hearings, Mrs. Heather Dinsmore, 
WiOmvasmexamined tanechier by Mr. dan Gi Scott, O.C.,, her counsel, 
During the course of this examination, counsel for the Ministry 
of Housing objected to certain evidence led from Mrs. Dinsmore, 
which counsel claimed should be excluded from the hearings on 
the basis that the evidence was hearsay. The Commission adjourned 
to consider therobjyection and when it reconvened on January 26, 
Log 7 wees CommiussLOnenss 1 a magocity ruling, again, with Mr. 
Humphrey, dissenting, decided that the evidence objected to by 
counsel for the Ministry of Housing was, in fact, hearsay evidence 


and should be excluded from their hearings. At this point, counsel 
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for the former landowners advised the members of the Commission 
that they were requesting an adjournment to consider the 
advisability of preparing a Stated Case to the Divisional Court 
to test certain procedural decisions which the Commissioners had 
made. The adjournment was granted. 

The Commission reconvened on January 27, 1977, at which time 
counsel were invited to make comments on the case which had been 
stated by the members of the Commission to the Divisional Court 
at the request of counsel for the former landowners. Certain 
changes were made in the Stated Case as a result of seuneeles 
submissions and then the Commission again adjourned. 

The Commission reconvened on January 31, 1977, for its fifth 
day of hearings, at which time the Commissioners dealt with 
another objection by counsel for the Ministry of Housing to the 
admission of certain evidence. Counsel for the Ministry of 
Housing argued that counsel for the former landowners were 
attempting to introduce "similar fact" evidence which would not 
be admissible in a court of law. On this objection the 
Commissioners ruled unanimously that the evidence was admissible 
in their hearings. The Commission then adjourned nerie sien 
time as the Divisional Court could hear and dispose of the 
Stated Case before it, pursuant to The Public? Inquiries Act; 
1971, which dictates that any commission constituted pursuant 
to that legislation must not continue to hear evidence while 
there is any outstanding application before the Divisional 
Court concerning its procedure. 

On February 9 and February 10, 1977, counsel for all parties 


involved in the proceedings before the Commission appeared before 
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the Divisional Court to present argument with respect to the case 
stated to that Court by the members of the Commission. At the 
conclusion of the presentation of argument before the Divisional 
Court on February 10, 1977, the members of the Court delivered 
an oral judgment which predominantly supported the position which 
counsel for the former landowners had taken in their argument. 

Shortly thereafter, counsel for the land acquisition agents 
indicated that they would be applying for leave to appeal the 
decision of tthe’ Divisional, Court to the Ontaric Court of Appeal 
and, sour becbruanry 22), 1977 » counsel for ali reeeiee apnceen before 
the Court of Appeal to present argument on the issue of whether or 
not leave to appeal should be granted. In a brief oral judgment, 
the members of the Court of Appeal granted leave to appeal to 
counsel for the land acquisition agents. 

On March 15, 1977, counsel for all parties appeared before 
tne Couse 5 Appeal, at which time the Court heard argument on 
the appeal brought by the land acquisition agents involved in 
the Commission. At the conclusion of the presentation of argument, 
the members of the Court of Appeal reserved judgment. Approximately 
three weeks later, a written judgment was handed down from the 
Court of Appeal, which once again predominantly supported the 
position which counsel for the former landowners had taken due ing 
the presentation of argument before the Court. However, 
the Court of Appeal reversed a previous ruling made by 
thesDivisional Court<, Thas*ruling by, the, Court. of -Appeal 
held that a single member of the Commission could not depart 
from the majority view of the Commissioners as to the 
procedure by which the Commission would conduct its 


Hearings, in particular, any decision concerning the 


admissibility of evidence. 

On April 15, 1977, in a letter addressed to the Lieutenant 
Governor of Ontario, Mr. David G. Humphrey, Q.C., tendered his 
resignation as a Commissioner on the North Pickering Commission. 
In this correspondence, Mr. Humphrey stated that, in his view, 
the majority of the members of the Commission were not conducting 
the Commission hearings in a fashion that was in the best interests 
of any of the parties appearing before it. Mr. Humphrey further 
stated that because he was being frustrated in his attempt to 
discharge what he considered to be his obligation under the 
Order-in-Council constituting the Commission, he felt that he 
was left with no alternative: but to resign.) Mreshumphrey ’s 
letter reads as follows: 


"VYour Honour: 


Re: North Pickering Royal Commission 


By Order-in-Council 2959/76 as amended by Order- 
in-Council 3545/76 I was appointed a Commissioner. I 
must now regretfully tender my resignation to take 
effect immediately and I set out hereafter, some of 
my reasons for reaching this conclusion. 


1. During the brief period that the Commission was 
in session, a number of rulings on evidence were 
made by the Chairman, The Honourable J. F. Donnelly, 
concurred in by Commissioner R. W. Grant. Ina 
number of these rulings I dissented. The validity 
of these rulings was challenged firstly in the 
Divisional Court and then in the Court of Appeal. 


Although the legal directions to the Royal Commission 
are clear as to the legal position to be taken by the 
Commission, that guidance does not alleviate the 
divergence in 'concept' between me and my fellow 
Commissioners, and more particularly what is fair 

and in my Opinion just. With deference to my fellow 
Commissioners, we are incompatible and one might 
conclude that I am a voice crying in the wilderness. 
Mr. Justice Southey's judgment in the Divisional 
Gourt accurately predictedimy cititiculties: 
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2. This hearing is not in ‘the best interest of the 
Pasetcipants, the public, or for that matter; anyone. 
Pe wis clearly ‘on 7a collision ‘course With “proceedings 
at present being conducted by the Ombudsman under 
The Ombudsman Act in which exactly the same issues 
are being tried but without the participants being 
subjected to "an adversarial' proceeding, and with 
full powers of investigation. 


3. Recent events have shown that this Hearing has in 
effect been turned into a court case and an incredibly 
expensive one at that. Whereas I believe this Hearing 


would be completed by no later than September, I am 

now advised by the Chairman that he is not prepared to 
sit this summer, which period is the most convenient 

for me, and it is obvious that this Hearing will proceed 
well into 1978, if not forever, which effectually 
preceliges ny CONntinuing participation. 


i lam ins receipt of a copy of a letter dated April 
Py oy er eom Mr lan=Ge SCOte,“OvG., cov tne Honourable 
Attorney General referring to the recommendations of 
the Select Committee on the Ombudsman. With respect, 

IT am in full agreement with Mr. Scott's submissions and 
the Select Committee's recommendations. If this 
Commission were reconstructed as a single Commissioner 
enquiring and investigating, the conflict with the 
Ombudsman's Hearing might disappear, the length of this 
Hearing could be substantially reduced and a real sense 
of justice instilled. 


Hopefully you will agree that it is grossly unfair to 
subject some of the claimants to adversarial proceedings, 
whereas others with identical claims have the benefit of 
the Ombudsman Act in a Hearing pursuant thereto. 


Yours respectfully." 


On April 18, 1977 the Commission reconvened in the absence 
of Mr. David Humphrey. The remaining Commissioners, Mr. J. F. 
Donnelly and Mr. Rk: M. Grant, 0O.C., declined to formally convene 
the Commission because of their concern about the status of the 
Commission to continue after the resignation of one of the 
Commissioners. Accordingly, an informal meeting was convened in 
the boardroom of the Commission offices to which all counsel were 


invited and from which the general public was excluded. 
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Counsel for the Ministry of Housing and counsel for the land 
acquisition agents argued that the remaining two Commissioners 
had jurisdiction to continue the hearing, while counsel for the 
former landowners advanced the argument that Mr. Humphrey's 
resignation as a Commissioner deprived the remaining two 
Commissioners.of jurisdiction to proceed. 

Mien Bh Donne LLyeanGdeMr eke Gr An Eyre Cag, retired to 
their chambers to consider these submissions and returned 
shortly thereafter. They indicated to counsel that they intended 
to adjourn the hearings of the Commission for a period of one week 
intiletprile25,. Loy? in onder to,give the Cabanet wane Opportunity 
to intervene and deal with the resignation of Mr. Humphrey as a 
Commissioner. The remaining two Commissioners stated, however, 
that if the Cabinet did not see fit to intervene during the one- 
week adjournment, they would then entertain formal argument from 
all counsel as to the Commission's jurisdiction to continue the 
hearing in the absence of Mr. David Humphrey, Q.C. 

Prior to April 25, 1977 counsel for all parties appearing 
before the Commission received notice from the Commission 


Registrar, Mr. Les Hiscoke, that the remaining two Commissioners 


had extended the duration of the adjournment until May 2, 1977. 
Shortly before this date, all counsel received notice. that the 
adjournment had been extended until May 16, 1977. No explanation 
was Given for this further adjournment. Prior to May 16, send 
again without any explanation, all parties before the Commission 
received notice that the Commission had again extended the 


adjournment until May 24, 1977. 
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On@April’25, 1977, the Ombudsman received the following 
TeCecrrErom che Premier of Ontario: 
"Dear Arthur: 


As you will be aware, Mr. David Humphrey, a 
member of the Commission enquiring into certain 
Cases, Selatang “tO the ‘North Pickering project, 
submitted his resignation from the Commission to 
Ehewmtertenane Governor in’ Counei ls since rather 
special arrangements were made, at your suggestion, 
to name Mr. Humphrey to the Commission, I thought 
I should outline for you the steps the Government 
now intends to follow in light of -his*resrgqnation. 

While Mr. Humphrey has suggested that the 
inquiry proceed as a one-man Commission, we do not 
feel that this would be appropriate. If we were 
to accept this recommendation, the most obvious 
option would be to ask the Honourable Frank 
Donnelly to carry on as the one-man Commission. 
However, the original intention was to combine 
the talents and knowledge of this experienced 
Jurist with the background and experience to be 
gained from members of the Ontario Land 
Compensation Board. 

Under the circumstances, therefore, we intend 
te GeLurEn COLOUr Orlginalssplan and to ask Mr. 
Peter Marriott, a member of the Land Compensation 
Beeray wo yOln Mes Donnelly and Mr. Roy Grant, 
Vice Chairman of the Land Compensation Board, as 
members of the Inguiry Commission. The replace- 
Menewor Me. Humphrey with MieloMarriotte, willy in 
my view, more clearly adhere to the original terms 
of the agreement. which was reached between the 
Minister of Housing and yourself. 

It should also be emphasized that the 
reconstituted tribunal will be impartial in every 
sense. If nothing else, the circumstances that 
have followed Mr. Humphrey's appointment, should 
make it clear that we would be unwise, at this 
stage, to have any member of the tribunal 
nominated by either yourself or the Minister. 

HOperwuly, with Mc. Marriott “Ss appointment , 
ENewInoulryY can now Continue and be carried out 
in expeditious fashion. 


Yours “sincerely.” 
On April 26, 1977, the Ombudsman forwarded the following 


letter to the Premier: 


“Dears Bui: 


I have just received your letter concerning 
the North Pickering Project and your decision to 
re-appoint Mr. Marriott to the Commission. 

I will write you a more detailed letter LYE eed 
day or jtwo. but, in; the meantime I want to assure you 
that your decision in this regard is totally and 
completely unacceptable to me and I urge you as 
strongly as I can to reconsider it. 

It is fully apparent from the reasons given by 
Mr. David Humphrey in his resignation from the 
Commission that justice will not be done to the 
landowners in North Pickering by the course it 1s 
apparently proposed to follow. 

I refer you to the earlier correspondence in 
this matter I had with you and I cannot tell you 
how disappointed I am that you would make thus 
decision without any advance consultation with me. 


VOU GSuae aie dl va 


On Tuesday, May 3, 1977, the Ombudsman met Wi tit Desens. BE. 
Stewart, Minister and Secretary of the Cabinet, and the Attorney 
General to discuss the situation regarding the North Pickering 
Project Commission. On May 6, 1977, the Ombudsman sent the 


following Tetterm te: DE. so tewere: 


"Dear Dr aeSitewabne: 


This will acknowledge your telephone conversation 
of this morning. This follows a meeting that took 
place in my office between the Attorney General, your- 
self and me on Tuesday, May 3rd. 

You have advised me that the proceedings 
relating to the North Pickering landowners will 
continue under the Chairmanship of the Honourable 
Frank Donnelly and will include Mr. Roy Grant. You 
have invited me to name a replacement for Mr. David 
Humphrey, O.C., preterably, although not necessarily, 
a member of the Land Compensation Board. 

You have before you Mr. Humphrey's letter of 
resignation; also the recommendations of the Select 
Committee on the Ombudsman dated March 28th, 1977, 
and also, of course, my original letter of November 
12, 1976. In addition, I have met with Mr. Tan 
Scott, O-C., who has advised me of the vast dissatis- 
faction of his clients with these proceedings. 
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Hischetlignisof wall of thestoregoing sl eteeLeit 
would not be proper for me to nominate a member of 
this Commission. 

ingthe dight.of what has transpired, 1 would 
Stull continues toughopesthat ‘the Ministen ofp eHowsing, 
the Government and I can reconsider this matter and 
devise a method of inquiry that will be more expedi- 
tious, less costly and more just to all concerned. 


Mours, faa Chie 
Subsequent to the above letter, the Ombudsman received the 
following letter dated May 16, 1977 from Dr. Stewart: 


"Dear Mr. Maloney: 


iZAvewratange to. intormryou Of Cabinet. s decision 
to appoint Mr. Peter Marriott, a member of the 
Ontario Land Compensation Board, as the third member 
of the Commission enquiring into certain areas relating 
to the North Pickering project. 

Before reaching the decision regarding Mr. 
Marriott's appointment, the Premier and members of the 
Cabinet were made aware of your letter to me of May 6, 
1977, in which you commented on the vacancy created by 
the resignation of Mr. David Humphrey as a member of 
the Commission and declined to nominate anyone to 
replace him. 

Members of the Cabinet held to the view that it 
was important that Mr. Humphrey be replaced as soon as 
possible in order that the Commission might renew the 
hearings at the earliest possible date, in fairness to 
those whose submissions are being heard. Further, the 
Minister of Housing made it clear, during the discussion, 
that any steps taken to replace Mr. Humphrey should be 
consistent with the agreement made between him and 
yourself and endorsed by the Select Committee on the 
Ombudsman. Mr. Marriott's appointment, as you are 
aware, will conform with that agreement in all respects. 

We trust that, with full membership in place, 
the Commission will now be able to proceed 
expeditiously, efficiently, and with justice for 
all who appear before it. Those, I believe, were 
the goals which you outlined as being desirable 
and which we also seek as a result of this under- 
taking. 


YOUrS Sincerely." 


Shortly after it was announced by the Premier that the 
vacancy on the Commission which had been caused by Mr. Humphrey's 


resignation would be filled by Mr. Peter Marriott of the Ontario 
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Land Compensation Board, counsel for the former landowners 

advised the Commission that the former landowners were withdrawing 
from voluntary participation in the hearing before the newly 
constituted Commission. Mr. Ian Scott, Q.C., counsel for the 
former landowners, delivered the following explanatory letter to 
the Chairman of the Commission on May 17, 1977: 


"Dear Mr. Donnelly, 


RE: ‘North Pickering Pro ,ect 


For unstated reasons the Commission hearings 
were adjourned from April 18 to May 2, from May ZEtO 
May 16 and from May 16 to May 24; as a further 
adjournment may be imposed, I thought it best to 
communicate to the Commission in writing the recent 
instructions I have received from my clients. 

Tt was initial ‘complaints’ from my elicnts to 
the Ombudsman that led to the investigation of land 
acquisitions in the North Pickering project and =tie 
resulting Report of the Opinion of the Ombudsman 
dated June 22, 1976, which included reasons and re- 
commendations. This Report became the subject of 
hearings before the Select Committee of the Legislature 
on the Ombudsman chaired by James Renwick, Q.C., M.P.P. 
But before the hearings could be completed, a settle- 
ment of certain issues by the Ombudsman and the Ministry 
of Housing was announced. These Minutes of Settlement 
were amended and approved by the Select Committee which 
after reporting to the Legislature, terminated its 
hearings. 

It is clear from the lengthy debate in the 
Select Committee on October 1, 1976 that the 
committee wished to ensure that a full reinvestigation 
of the complaints about the land acquisitions be held 
and that the Ministry of Housing and certain land 
agents had full right to participate in vthateve= 
investigation. 

The terms of the Minutes of Settlement provided 
that certain cases (including the original objectors) 
should be heard by your Commission and certain cases 
should be heard by the Ombudsman's nominee. The 
division of labour between the two tribunals may 
have been necessary for technical reasons but was 
never, aS L understand the matter, intended to 
bespeak different treatment of the claimants or a 
different standard of re-investigation. 


yi oouee 


Therefore, both at several informal attendances 
before your Commission and at its formal hearings, 
as counsel for the land owners, Mr. Paliare and Mr. 
Collins and I have vigorously asserted that the 
Commission should proceed in a way which will reflect 
the objectives of the Select Committee and the Minutes 
of Settlement. In particular: 


1. We have sought to persuade the Commission that 
it is engaged in the process of re-investigation of the 
land acquisition process in the North Pickering Project 
and is not engaged in a trial or a trial-like process 
in which the claimants are pitted against the Ministry. 

2. We have sought to persuade the Commission that 
this investigation could best be achieved by the appoint- 
ment of Commission Counsel who would be responsible for 
preliminary investigation, for sorting out the issues, 
and for leading much of the evidence subject to the 
right of all participants to cross-examine or to call 
any additional evidence that they require. Appointment 
of Commission Counsel is not novel; it is in fact the 
standard procedure almost universally adopted by 
Commissions of Inquiry appointed under either the 
provincial or federal Statute. It is hard to see how 
an investigative Commission can be carried forward without 
the appointment of such a Counsel. 

3. We have sought to persuade the Commission that 
it should make clear at the commencement that it is 
prepared to apply, in the resolution of the issues before 
it, standards like those imposed on the Ombudsman by 
Section: 22 of the Ombudsman's Act. 

4. We have sought to persuade the Commission of 
Enquiry that with respect to the admission of the evidence 
it should take a broad view of its responsibilities. 
Although we have failed in this objective, the decisions 
of The Divisional Court and The Court of Appeal for Ontario 
make clear the responsibility of the Commission in this 
regard. 


Your Commission and the Enquiry conducted by the 
Ombudsman's nominee, Mr. Hoilett, commenced operations 
at approximately the same time, yet Mr. Hoilett's Enquiry 
has inquired into some 26 cases; whereas by virtue of 
severe differences of opinion as to procedural matters, 
it has been possible for this Commission of Enquiry to 
hear only two days evidence. 

In my respectful view from the beginning the 
Commission by adopting the course and the procedure it 
has, has proved itself constrained by the appearance in 
the Order-in-Council of the provision that: "all matters 
referred to this Commission shall be heard and determined 
in proceedings of an adversarial nature". This language 
has persuaded the Enquiry to conduct a trial; that fact 
has effectively prevented it from adopting and pursuing 
an investigative role. It is interesting to note that 
the language that I refer to finds no counterpart in the 
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agreement between the Ministry of Housing and the Ombudsman 
which was approved by the Select Committee. Indeed, in 

that document, the word "adversarial" is used in an entirely 
different context. 

In its Report to the Legislative Assembly dated 
March 28, 1977, the Select Committee has recommended in 
Part I that the Order-in-Council by which you were appointed 
be amended by removing the words which I have set out above 
with a view to permitting your Commission to conduct, atULe 
and exhaustive investigation of all relevant issues. The 
Select Committee, having observed your Commission's 
procedures at work, continues therefore to seek an 
investigation and not a trial. 

Indeed, The Court of Appeal in its recent decision 
has emphasized that the function of your Commission must 
be very different from that of a court of law and that your 
approach cannot be legalistic or technical. 

In short, I regretfully am obliged to say that’ che 
process which is underway before your Gomirssilon,e1s la 
my view, quite inconsistent with the investigative approach 
that was contemplated by the signatories to the Minutes of 
Settlement, and has been made plain by the Report GOES gel t= 
Select Committee. The Commission has not appointed 
Commission Counsel to assist it, nor indicated that’ it 
proposes to be governed by the provisions of Section 22 of 
The Ombudsman's Act. 

My clients, who complained to the Ombudsman, ancica— 
pated that their complaints would be dealt with by the 
procedures fixed by The Ombudsman's Act. These procedures 
contemplate (1) hearings in camera, (2). "thet opportunacy 
through the Ombudsman to review relevant Ministry Project 
files and (3) statutory assurance that a determination will 
be made by the Ombudsman who will have the opportunity to 
investigate and review not only their cases but the original 
or investigative material in the hands of the Ministry as 
well. 


In my respectful submission the following matters 
are now clear and beyond doubt: 


1. The Commission has indicated that it will not 
pursue an investigative inquiry but proposes to super- 
vise a trial-like adversarial process in which the 
claimants are plaintiffs and the Ministry is defendant. 
It is now clear that this process cannot meet the 
investigative requirements established by the Select 
Committee or get to the heart of the important issues 
raised as to the mode of land acquisition in North 
Pickering. 

2. It is. apparent jthat different -standards of 
procedure are being applied in this Commission of Enquiry 
on the one hand and Mr. Hoilett's investigation on the 
other. I agree with Mr. Humphrey's observation made in 
a letter to the Lieutenant Governer dated April 14, 1977 
that the proceedings are "on a collision course". 

3. The present proceedings before your Commission 
have become technical, incredibly expensive to the public 
purse and are excessively drawn out. It is apparent that 
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even if your Commission got underway immediately, its work 
could snot be completed until the middle of 1978. It is 
easy to imagine a procedure that is more expeditious than 
this one and I have made my views known about this aspect 
of the matter in other quarters. If the Hoilett Enquiry 
procedures had been adopted and applied in your Commission 
it is quite possible that your work would now be nearing 
completion. 

4. You have a copy of my letter to the Attorney 
General dated April 12) 19//2 His» reply to 1t andicates 
that the Lieutenant Governor in Council does not propose 
to meet the request of the Select Committee, nor the 
recommendations of Mr. Humphrey. 


In summary, the establishment of a trial-like atmosphere, 
the absence of any investigative process, the double standard 
inherent in requiring certain claimants to submit to 
adversarial proceedings of a trial-like nature whereas 
others have the benefits of The Ombudsman's Act and the 
extraordinary delay and expense of these proceedings have 
so distracted my clients that they unanimously have instructed 
me to take no further proceedings on their behalf before your 
Commirssion of Enquiry. 1 concur in their decision. 

ineadvyising you of my instructions 2 am- obliged to make 
perfectly clear that my clients do not in any sense withdraw 
the complaints that they have made which are disclosed in 
the Statement of Claim which you have required them to file; 
they lack confidence however in the procedures established 
by Enis: Commission to carry forward its work.” Partxcularly, 
they are not confident that those procedures will permit your 
Commission to do the investigative job that is contemplated 
by the Minutes of Settlement as approved by the Select 


Committee. 

I have sent a copy of this letter to your 
ecelvieague Roy Grant, 0.C. I have also taken the 
liberty of sending copies to Mr. Armstrong and Mr. 
Sopinka. 


VOuGSe Very Erulye 


On May 24, 1977, the Commission reconvened with a tribunal 
Composece OL the Honourable Mr. J. F..-Donnelly, Mr. RR. .M. Grant, 
OfG. ang My sPecer i MarriOtty.s §S0..s0n) this occasion none.or the 
former landowners nor any of their counsel were present before the 
Commission. The Commissioners heard submissions from counsel for 
the Ministry of Housing and counsel for the land acquisition 
agents. After a brief recess, the Commissioners returned and 


stated that they were seriously concerned about the submissions 


= (95ie— 

made by counsel for the land acquisition agents concerning their 
request for a public forum in which to clear their names. After 
further discussion, the Commission adjourned indefinitely to 
permit the Commissioners to consider this request made by counsel 
on behalf of the former land acquisition agents. There was no 
discussion concerning any continuing obligation of the Commission 
to inquire and report into the complaints of the former landowners. 

On June 16, 1977, the Ombudsman received the following letter 
from Mr. Ian J. Scott, 0.C., Counsel for the former landowners: 


"Dear Mr. Maloney: 


RE: North Pickering Project 


Th October, 1976, you) appointed me, —o.acl as Counsel 
for certain former landowners in the North Pickering Project, 
whose cases were to come before a commission appointed 
pursuant to The Public Inquiries Act. 19/1, asa mEesuut OF 
an agreement entered into between you and the Minister of 
Housing and approved by the Legislature's Select Committee 
on the Ombudsman. 


I confirmed my acceptance of this appointment by 
letter dated November 1st, 1976.) 1 “alsowadvised pyoursthat 
Mr. Chris G. Paliare of my office and Mr.wWolineco ens 
would be associated with me as Junior Counsel. 

Following my appointment, I met with all 28 landowners 
and advised them that I had been appointed by you and that 
T was available to act for them if they so desi vedo) #uach 
of them instructed me to act as their Counsel in this 
matter notwithstanding that it was made clear that they 
were perfectly entitled to retain other persons to advise 
and act for them instead if they wished. 

Moreover, I have met with the former landowners from 
time to time and have attempted to keep them in touch with 
circumstances as they developed. We have, in addition, 
spent time interviewing each of them and other witnesses 
for the purposes of preparing their cases for submission to 
the Commission of Enquiry. 

From the date of my appointment until our clients with- 
drew from participation in the Commission of Enquiry in May, 
1977, I have expressed to you my serious concern about three 
broad areas: 

lL. “the nature of the process “to be conducted by this 
Commission of Enquiry; 

Zor tne production, Of documents, 

3. the hearing itself and the rules of evidence that 
the Commission of Enquiry intended to apply. 


- §6 - 


1s Nature of the Process 


The Commission of Enquiry appointed by the Lieutenant 
Governor-in-Council is chaired by The Honourable Frank 
Donnelly. You have a copy of Orders-in-Council Nos. 2959/76 
and 3545/76 and the Agreement approved by the Select Committee 
from which they derive. 

Mr. Donnelly held an informal meeting of Counsel on 
November 4th, 1976. The minutes of that meeting indicate: 

"The Chairman advised that the proceedings were to 

be conducted on an adversarial basis and invited 

discussion of which party should assume the position 

Of olarntd fo..." 

At the same meeting the following statement appears: 

"At this point Mr. Scott asked the Commission to give 

a ruling that the fairness of the scheme adopted by 

the Ministry in effecting the various land acquisitions 

was a relevant topic of enquiry. Mr. L'Heureux 

(Counsel for the Ministry) in reply stated that the 

inherent fairness or unfairness of the acquisition 

process adopted by the Ministry did not appear to 

have been an issue to the Ombudsman's office." 

Mr. Donnelly and the members of the Commission indicated 
that they would rule in due course whether this matter was 
within the subject matter of the Enquiry. A ruling on this 
Matter was never made by the Commission. At no time would 
the Commission of Enquiry make it clear where the participants 
stood on this fundamental issue. 


The exchange noted above together with a number of 
other indicia, such as the unwillingness of the Commission 
of Enquiry to appoint Commission Counsel, made clear that 
our primary fear was realized; namely, the Commission of 
Enquiry proposed to deal with a series of "mini-Supreme 
Court of Ontario” actions in which we were the plaintiffs 
and the Ministry were defendants; it was not prepared to 
conduct a thorough re-investigation of the land acquisition 
process established and carried forward by the Ministry as 
iiwattected our. clients. 

As you know the heart of the Agreement made by you 
and the Minister of Housing and approved by the Select 
Committee was that the claims referred to the Commission 
of Enquiry were to be thoroughly re-investigated. It 
became very clear to me that under the process established 
by the Commission of Enquiry this would not occur. 

In addition, from the beginning we were concerned that 
the Commissioner of Enquiry should make clear to the public 
that it proposed, in assessing the propriety of the 
Sacourelt one pLlocess, tO, apply ene: Standards that you are 
obliged to apply by virtue of the provisions of The Ombudsman's 
Act. I was unable to persuade the Commissioners to indicate 
whether they were prepared to apply these standards or not. 
You will agree with me that any "investigation" which is 
based on standards less than those which are imposed by 
you under your statute would be far from adequate. 
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Pa Production of Documents 


You will recall that from the outset of this Enquiry, 
I have expressed to you and others my concern with respect 
to the attitude of the Ministry of Housing relating to the 
production of documents and other informational material. 
Since our clients had been cast in the role of Dlaintiits, 
we requested copies of all documents in the possession of . 
the Ministry of Housing which touched on the matters in issue. 
The position of the Ombudsman was that copies of docu- 
ments which he received during the course of his investigation 
could not be released to us because of the statutory 
prohibition in The Ombudsman's Act. The, position, of Ene 
Ministry on the other hand was simply to refuse to produce 
any documents. 
I am glad to say that notwithstanding the most persistent 
opposition by Counsel for the Ministry of Housing, and due 
to the good offices of the Chairman and members of the Select 
Committee on the Ombudsman, we were able to obtain access to 
certain documents of the Ministry which were in the possession 
of the Select Committee. Thereafter, there was correspondence 
between the writer and Mr. Armstrong, Counsel for the Ministry, 
designed by me to achieve, if possible, full disciosure of 
all relevant documents and other information in the hands 
of the Ministry so that the claimants' case could be put 
fairly and fully before the Commission of Enguiry. A certain 
amount of this correspondence was brought to the attention 
of the Chairman of the Select Committee. 


Indeed, as you will recall, when the first impass 
was reached, I wrote to you by letter dated December 
14th, 1976 outlining the difficulties that had arisen 
in the prosecution of the brief that you had left in my 
hands. I attach a copy of that letter and the enclosed 
copy of my letter to Counsel for the Ministery. 

T am also enclosing a copy of a letter I wrote to 
the Chairman of the Select Committee on the Ombudsman 
dated December 23rd, 1976 and a further letter to him 
dated January 7th, 1977. As I have noted above, the 
Chairman and members of the Select Committee on the 
Ombudsman were able to require the Ministry to make 
documents available to me and it was therefore possible 
to proceed before the Commission of Enquiry. We filed 
the appropriate "Statements of Claim" insisted upon by 
the Ministry of Housing and required by the Chairman of 
the Commission of Enquiry and began to lead evidence. 


cr The Hearing Itself and the Rules of Evidence 


The Commission of Enquiry had no sooner begun to 
hear evidence when additional problems arose about the 
nature of the process before it and the possibility that 
a full and thorough Enquiry would not be achieved. I am 
enclosing for example a letter I was obliged to write to 
the Chairman of the Select Committee of the Ombudsman, 
dated. January, 24th, «Lo/ /7,swhlenesets out a number of the 
problems that confronted us. 
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You will, in particular recall that we had hardly 
commenced to examine Mrs. Dinsmore in-chief as the first 
claimant, when a series of objections were raised by Counsel 
for the Ministry and Counsel for the Land Acquisition Agents 
aSecoyuie admissibility of questions put to her and the 
Propriety of iniormation that she sought to put before the 
Commission. While such objections were not foreign to a 
Counsel experienced in technical adversarial litigation, 
in my respectful judgment, the objections made and adopted 
by a majority of the Commission threatened to abort the 
CommLssiensor Enguiry and to render the possibility of a 
fulleand fair hearing of the complainant"s case unlikely. 

We were, theretore, obliged to ask the Commission of “Enquiry 
TOPState ad Case to the Divisional Court.  Lsam providing to 
you a copy of the Reasons for Judgment of The Honourable Mr. 
Justece Southey and The Honourable Mr. Justice Reid for the 
Divisional Court. The Land Acquisition Agents appealed from 
HieaOTdereot the Pivistonal Court to the Court of Appeal for 
Ontario. The appeal was heard on February 22nd, 1977. I am 
enclosing a copy of the Reasons for Judgment of The Honourable 
Mr. Justice Howland for the Court of Appeal for Ontario. 

As you can see, from the very beginning, the chances 
Offa tull and fair’ Enquiry before the Commission of Enquiry 
were bedevilled by its reliance on the so called "requirement" 
that the proceedings be "adversarial", that we be the plain- 
tifttis, that Statements of Claim be delivered, etc., etc. 

The mires of adversarial litigation threatened to swallow 
and thus abort any real possibility of "re-investigation" 
as contemplated by the Select Committee. 

Indeed, the Select Committee which had been observing 
the process felt obliged to deal with it in its Report 
dated March 28th, 1977 to the Legaslature. I am enclosing 
herewtth a scopy of Part I of that Report which, Mr. Grossman 
dissenting, sets out the recommendation of the otherwise 
unanimous Select Committee. I was hopeful that the Attorney 
General for Ontario would recommend to his colleagues that 
the Order-in-Council establishing the Commission of Enquiry 
should be amended as recommended by the Select Committee, 
and indeed I invited him to do so. I was anxious that that 
amendment would be made because I saw such an amendment as 
temoving the Mlog Jam” which had created an overly technical 
aperecdcn to the resolution thus permitting a fuller hearing. 
liamepeovbaing tO you ‘a copy of Lhe letter That) wrote "to 
Counsele tor the Ministry, dated April 4th; 1977. 

I regret to say, however, that the government, in Pract. 
elected not to amend the Order-in-Council. It follows that 
the expectations of the majority of the Select Committee with 
Vecpecm -alour Commission Of Enquiry cauld not therefore be 
met. Shortly thereafter one of the Commissioners, Mr. Humphrey, 
resigned for reasons that he made public in a letter to the 
Lieutenant Governor. The whole process was, strange to say, 
brought full circle shortly thereafter by the re-appointment 
in Mr. Humphrey's stead of Mr. Peter Marriott whose resigna- 
tion had led to Mr. Humphrey's appointment in the first place. 
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In view of all of these circumstances I felt obliged to 
review the entire matter again with my clients. As a result 
I was unanimously instructed by them to take no further 
proceedings on their behalf before the Commission Of, ENGuUl ry: 
On their behalf I wrote to the Commission of Enquiry by letter 
dated May 17th, 1977, a copy of which is enclosed. That 
letter makes clear that my clients do not in any sense with- 
draw the complaints that they, or some of them, originally 
filed with your office. They were anxious to make it plain, 
however, that they entirely lacked confidence in the procedures 
established by the Commission to carry forward its work. In 
particular, they lacked confidence that those procedures 
would permit the Commission to do the investigative nee: 
that is contemplated by the Minutes of Settlement approved 
by the Select Committee: As I have noted in my letter to 
the Commission, my clients were particularly troubled that 
their complaints should be determined by a different process 
and measured by different standards than their former neighbours 
whose cases were being investigated by Mr. Hoilett's Enquiry. 
The purpose of writing to you and reviewing the history 
of the matter to date, theretore, 1s tolrequest thats you 
exercise your powers pursuant to the provisions of The Ombudsman's 
Act and cause an investigation, or a further investigation, 
to be made of the complaints that we have brought to your 
attention respecting the administration of the land acquisition 
process and, in particular, "che acquisition of the properties 
of our clients as a result of the implementation of the North 
Pickering Project. 


IT assume that you will be in a position to treat 
this letter as a complaint made on behalf of my clients 
pursuant to Section 17 of The Ombudsman's Act. Li you 
should require further details or other information 
however, we stand ready to make it available to you and 
to give you any assistance you may require. 


Yours. very stiruly 


Asa result of Mr. Scott's request in the above letter, the 
Ombudsman wrote the following letter dated June 27, 1977, to The 
Honourable John Rhodes, Minister of Housing: 


"Dear Mr. Rhodes: 


Ress Noren sPickering Project 

tf have received a letter dated Mune ’Gthn, 19777 .sent 
Gomme: by Mune wlan scott, O-C.,. counsel (somethe 22 sandeywners 
whose cases were referred to the Commission presided over 
by the Honourable Frank Donnelly. I am enclosing a copy of 
fiat wweubel. 

You willl recall as Mua Scott points out on page sono. 
his letter that on the instructions of his clients, he 
advised that he would take no further proceedings on their 
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Behaditi before the, Commission of Inquiry for reasons stated 
in his letter to the Commission of May 17th last. As Mr. 
Scott points out in his letter to me, again on page 6, 
"that letter makes clear that my clients did not in any sense 
withdraw their complaints that they, or some of them, 
Oraginally filed with your (the Ombudsman's) Office". 

Mr. Scott in his letter to me states on pages 6 and 7 
as follows: 

"The purpose of writing to you and reviewing the 

history of the matter to date, therefore, is to 

request that you exercise your powers pursuant to 

the provisions of The Ombudsman's Act and cause an 

investigation; or avfurther anvestigation, to be made 

of the complaints that we have brought to your 
attention respecting the administration of the land 
ageguisition process and, in particular, che 

acquisition of the properties of our clients as a 

result of the implementation of the North Pickering 

Project.” 

If I were to act in accordance with past practice and 
in the way I apprehend my duty I would grant Mr. Scott's 
request and reopen this investigation in which Mr. Sopinka's 
clients - five land acquisition agents - would be given 
every right to be heard and to be represented by counsel. 
This, indeed, is what I am disposed to do. 

The problem that confronts me, however, is whether or 
not I have jurisdiction to do so in view of the compromise 
entered into between you and me on the lst of October, 1976 
to which agreement, admittedly Mr. Scott's clients were not 
parties. I would, therefore, like your views on the 
question of my jurisdiction. I am sending copies of 
this letter to the Attorney General and to the Premier 
to invite their opinions as well. 

As you know after the resignation of Mr. David 
Humphrey from the Commission I suggested in a letter 
to Dr. E. E. Stewart, Deputy Minister and Secretary of 
bie 'abiner, caced) May 6th, 1977 “that: 


"In the “light of what has transpired I would 
Stim continue to nope that the Minister of 
Housing, the Government and I can reconsider 
this matter and devise a method of inquiry 
that will be more expeditious, less costly 
and more just to all concerned.' 


In view of the immense saving of time and costs 
that might possibly be achieved it is my view we should 
consider again the advisability of further discussions 
about the course that ought now to be followed. 


VOUGS stadt ici) tyre 


eens 
Understandably, a reply has not yet been received to this 


letter. 
On June 30th, 1977, the Ombudsman received the following 
notice from the Commission Registrar, Mr. Les Hiscoke: 


TIN THE (MATTER OF THE PUBLIC INQUIRIES 
INGUUE SMM Ole RS Clue (lend 8S) 


AND IN THE MATTER OF A COMMISSION OF 
INQUTRYs INTO .THE AGOUISITIONGBYs THE 
MINISTRY OF HOUSING OF CERTAIN LANDS 
IN THE COMMUNITY OF NORTH PICKERING 


Take noticetthat the Commission of /Inquiny inte 
the Acquisition by the Ministry of Housing of certain 
lands in the Community of North Pickering vwilli resume 
its hearings at 11:00 a.m. on Wednesday, the 3rd day 
of August, 1977 at the Commission offices, Suite 1106, 
llth Floor, 18 King Street Bast, Toronto, “co, consider, 
recommend and report in relation to 


Ga) the overall merits of claims for additional 
compensation of 


(a) cases placed in dispute by the reply 
of the Minister of Housing of the 
Slst day. tof AUGUSE 71976 , 10 the 
report of the Ombudsman on the North 
Pickering Project; 


(b) any other cases handled by any of the 
five agents, Applicants in Ehe motion 
instituted before the Divisional 
Court relative to allegations of 
misconduct contained in the said 
report of the Ombudsman; 


such merits of, claims shalljanclude ~ouc nor cso 
as to limit the generality of the foregoing, 
all circumstances of each particular case 
including any misleading statements, inade- 
quate appraisals or misunderstandings based 
upon reasonable grounds in the circumstances 
Op the, particular -case,. 


(II) where entitlement to additional compensation 
has been recommended in the discretion of the 
Commission, to determine the amount, if any, 
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of such additional compensation, having regard 
for such merits and taking into account any 
benef Geor profit derived From the use of 
compensation paid on the original sale between 
the date of such sale and the date hereof. 


(DEE randealso“tovinguire inte, consider and report 
in relation to what allegations of misconduct 
are made against 

Terny Bortelote 
James Gilhespie 
William Thompson 
Joseph Kuzik 
Uiwie opasrOord 

in the report of the Ombudsman and as to 

whether or not such allegations, if any, 

aAvbeSIustliled., 

You are entitled to attend in person or by counsel 
and takeunOrl ce that it you Lait to attend either 
personally or through counsel you will not be entitled 
to any further notice of any proceedings before the 
Commission, and the Commission may proceed to hear and 
determine the matters referred to it by Order-in-Council 
numbers PC 2959/76 as amended by Order-in-Council OC 
3545/76 and further amended by Order-in-Council OC 1389/77, 
WLtehout further notice to you. 

Dated at. Toronto, Chis 28th day of June, 1977" 
This notice was sent to all parties involved in the North 


Pickering Commission hearings. 


OMBUDSMAN 'S COMMENTS 

I am greatly alarmed by the developments that have transpired, 
aswoutlined ian this Chapter, in connection with the hearing betore 
the Commission which was appointed to inquire into the acquisition 
otmiands by the Ministry of Housing in North Pickering. It was 
certainly my intention when I entered into the Agreement with the 
Manaster of Housing that both the hearing before Mr. Hoi1lett and 
the Commission hearing would be full, complete and far-reaching 
inquiries into the manner by which land was acquired by the 


Ministry of Housing in North Pickering. 
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It was never intended by me that strict adherence to the 
rules of evidence appropriate to trials of civil and Criminal 
cases should ever be required during either of these inquiries. 
It was always my intention that the hearing before the Commission 
should be conducted in the traditional way of Royal Commissions. 
The mandate of both hearings was that the entire North Pickering 
enterprise should be studied and ultimately commented on, because 
this is the background against which the merits of the former 
landowners' claims must be adjudicated. 

The clear duty imposed upon both hearings by the Agreement 
Oe erad into between the Minister and me and the subsequent 
Order-in-Council which created the Commission was not to pass 
judgment on my report concerning the North Pickering Project 
but to re-investigate the entire matter. 

Insofar as the five land acquisition agents who were the 
applicants to the Divisional Court are concerned, the dutyror 
the Commission in my view is to determine what allegations, if 
any, are contained in my report and then, if having determined 
that there are such allegations, to decide in light of all the 
evidence and the total background whether such allegations were 
justified. 

The hearings that are being conducted before Mr. Hoilett 
pursuant to Section 20 of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, have been 
proceeding with efficiency and expedition and in) conformity wae 
the real intent of the Agreement entered into between the Minister 
of Housing and me. The public inquiry, on the other hand, has 
proven to be a total disaster. The cost of Chis indus yas Ome oe 


totally abortive, is such that the taxpayer should feel immense 


concern. 

It is my view that the Commission as it is presently 
constituted should be disbanded forthwith and a workable 
alternative remedy should be arrived at by the Minister of 
Housing and me, so as to enable justice to be done to those 
who are established to have suffered hardship as a result of 
the land acquisition procedure in North Pickering. 


Simple justice demands that this action be taken forthwith. 
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COMPLAINT DISPOSITION SUMMARY 


DEFINITION OF TERMS 


Chapter Six of the First Annual Report of the 
Ombudsman provided a oneroneneie statistical summary of the 
complaint-related activities of the Office of the Ombudsman 
POT Lee periodaMay, 197/5,.to July 10, 1976. 

This Second Report provides a comprehensive statistical 
summary covering the period from July 11, 1976, to March 31, 
1977. In addition, this chapter provides a description of 
the information system's capabilities which have been developed 
and are continuing to be developed further to meet the needs of 


the Office of the Ombudsman. 
DESCRIPTION OF THE SYSTEM 


The development of both manual and computer systems 


has focused on three basic information objectives or needs, 


namely: 
(i) Communications objectives: 

- to provide the statistical information required 
to communicate and report upon the activities 
of the Office of the Ombudsman to the Legis- 
lative Assembly, the appointed officials of 
government, and the public. 

(ii) Research objectives: 


=. to provide the information required to conduct 
research which facilitates complaint inquiries 
and investigations. 


(iii) Management objective: 
- to provide the information required by our 
senior staff to facilitate internal reporting 
and decision-making responsibilities. 
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The first objective serves needs which are resident outside 
the Office of the Ombudsman whereas the latter two objectives 
arise from internal needs. . Almost without exception, the major 
categories of information which are being collected within the 
system serve to meet all three objectives. 

For example, the number of complaints directed at various 
organizations as shown in Table Nine is imoortant with respect 
to the needs of the Members of the Legislative Assembly, the 
appointed officials of government, the Public, and the Ombudsman. 

The following paragraphs describe in greater detail the 
underlying considerations and capabilities which have been 
developed to meet these three objectives. 

Notwithstanding the duty of confidentiality imposed upon 
the Office by The Ombudsman Act, 1975, the "communications 
objective" of the system is an acknowledgement of an obligation 
to provide information of sufficient scope and detail to open 
a window on the workings of the Office of the Ombudsman. 
Reports to the Legislature must contain information which 
facilitates the evaluation of the performance of the Office 
against general standards. Thus, this report and the Pies 
Annual Report describe the substance of each closed complaint 
as well as delineating categories of complaints on the basis 
of factors such as the JUrLedi1 clon, tne organizational 
determination, the settlement result, the Directorate assign- 
ment within the Office of the Ombudsman and the average 


duration to closing, of,a complaint Prey 


ihe “research objective” of the system is to provide 
information which assists complaint inguiries and investigations. 
Developments to date have focused on the Investigators needs 
to relate an active complaint to complaints that have been 
investigated and closed in the past. The "keyword" documents 
Whicliedi bord, this capability provide “an abstract cf the 
complaint substance of all previously closed files, an 
organizational determination, sr the appropriate file numbers. 

The investigative process is thus, assisted and made more 
efficient to the extent that each new investigation can benefit 
from precedents, both in terms of the Ombudsman's posture and 
the posture of the "governmental organization" as determined 
in the course of a previous investigation. 

In addition, the "keyword" documents facilitate the 
assembly of information relating to classes of complaints 
for major reports. 

The "management objective" of providing information to 
facilitate internal reporting and decision-making responsibilities 
requires the development of information systems incorporating 
performance indicators appropriate to an Ombudsman operation. 
The development of management reports has been aimed at 
providing the Office of the Ombudsman with the capability to 
measure and evaluate ongoing performance. The overall result 
is an internal operational review capability. 

The information shown in this chapter provides the basis 


for this operational review capability. As an example, one 
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important measure of the Office's performance, both for internal 
purposes and from the Public's perspective, is the number of 
duration days between the receipt of a complaint and the 
completion of the Ombudsman's investigation or inquiry. When 
the duration is related to other factors such as the month 

the complaint file was closed, the jurisdictional determination 
and the extent of the action taken, it provides one basis for 
determining the level of service being provided to the citizens 
of Ontario by the Office of the Ombudsman. 

Table One outlines the basic elements of our information 
system from the opening of the complaint file through to the 
stage where reports are issued. 

The critical point in terms of the information shown in this 
chapter is the data assembly and analysis stage. The muller tude 
of complaint fact situations reflected in both the detailed 
summaries and the line summaries dictate that some determinations, 
of necessity, require arbitrary decisions on our part in order 
to classify a complaint. For example, it is not uncommon Lor 
a complaint to, relate, in varying degrees, to more than one 
organization. In some cases Th Sear orophlacesLo categorize 
the complaint under one organizational heading. However, se) 
other cases the facts suggest that it is more appropriate to 
assign the complaint to more than one organization. Arbitrary 
judgements will remain an inherent aspect of the information 
collection process even though the categories may be refined 


and restructured from time to time. 
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The major change for this Second Report is the use of the 
same terminology for the purposes of the. statistics and the line 
summaries. This time the line summaries have been assembled 
and printed on a computer. The following is a listing which 


shows the changes in terminology. 


First Report Second Report 
fie Not Supported "assisted resolution in favour 


governmental organization" 


2. Rectified "assisted resolution in favour 
complainant" 

3s Independently "independently resolved in favour 

Resolved complainant" 

4. Referred "referred" or "inquiry made/ 
referred" 

Sys Info/advice given "advice given" or "explanation 
given" 

6. Abandoned "abandoned" or "withdrawn" 

the Discontinued "refused to investigate or 


further investigate" 


Sa No Assistance Possible eHnOMmSOLIE LON (Laente lr Ted. 


When the line summary result reads "inquiry made", this 
result incorporates either "advice given" or "explanation given". 

The complaint settlement result previously described as 
"independently resolved" has been changed to "independently 
resolved in favour complainant". A new settlement result 
category, "recommendation denied", has been included to 
describe situations where a formal recommendation pursuant to 
SeGplones2..3) sof The Ombudsman Ach, .1975, was not accepted by 


officials of a "governmental organization". 
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COMPLAINT RECEPTION 
HOW MANY COMPLAINTS WERE RECEIVED? 


From July 11, 1976, to March 31, 1977, we received 
4,989 complaints for which we opened files. This figure does 
not include approximately 7,000 (10,000 per annum) telephone 
inquiries received by the Office for which we do not open a 
file. In comparison with the 14 month period covered by the 
First Annual Report, the average number of complaints received 
per month has increased from 379 complaint to 554 complaints. 
Based on this average, the Office is now receiving complaints 
at the rate of 6,600 per annum. Therefore, on an annual basis, 
the Office is receiving over 16,000 citizen inguiries and 
complaints. 


HOW WERE COMPLAINTS RECEIVED? 


70% by mail 
10% by office interview 
20% by hearing interview 
In comparison with the period covered by the First Annual 
Report, the percentage of complaints received by interviews 
at our private hearings increased from 10%4to 20%. 


DID COMPLAINTS COME FROM ALL REGIONS 
OF THE PROVINCE? 


Yes. Table Two shows the number of complaints received 
from each region and electoral district. In addition, Table 


Two outlines the relationship between the number of complaints 
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and the population of the region and electoral district. Each 
electoral district has been assigned the letter (R), (U), or (M), 
depending on whether the preponderance of the population reside 
ied purine Reon urban (U).s locale.s Where neither the rural 
NO@BENG wirban. population exceeds 66%, the electoral district 

has been designated as mixed (M). As noted in the First Annual 
Report, there were a relatively high number of complaints origi- 
nating from constituencies where a correctional facility is 
located. These constituencies are identified by an asterisk. 

The relationship between the regional population and the 
number of complaints is shown in Table Three. The information 
Shown in this Table does not differ dramatically from the 
complaint-to-population ratios contained in the First Annual 
Report.) » Region Nine, “Ontario North", had the, highest comp laint— 
to-population ratio and was the source of more complaints 
(669) than any other region, even though the region has the 
Neast accessibility to: Tononto.. © Reqion, Two,, “Toronto-suburbs 7, 
Continued, to have the lowest complaint-to-population ratio. 
Pecmonmsca 2, MmerOrontorNOrth-Bast. Cormidor., had. the largest 
percentage increase (65%) in complaints as compared with the 
previous report. 

Our private hearings in these areas were likely the most 
importante contLrTibutiangeractor to» the increased number. of 
complaints from these regions. 

Table Four shows, again, that the population-to-complaint 


percentage ratio remained roughly 1:1 irrespective of the rural 
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or urban character of the electoral district. The group of 
electoral districts described as "mixed" did not follow this 
pattern, to the extent that these constituencies, while comprising 
12.9% of the Ontario population, accounted for 20.5% ope a elgl= 
complaint files closed during the reporting period. This 
imbalance is likely attributable to the impact of private 
hearings which took place in the constituencies of Kenora, 
Simcoe-Centre and Simcoe-East. For example, the number of 
complaints received from Kenora increased from 43 to 109 as 
a result of over 90 hearing interviews conducted in the 
communities of Dryden, Sioux Lookout and Red Lake during 
November, 1976. 

The following chart shows that the comp lLarnc-co= 
population ratios of individual urban centres varied even 
though the overall complaint-to-population ratio for all 


urban constituences was roughly 1:1. 


URBAN CENTRES/COMPLAINT 
TO POPULATION RATIOS 


Urban Centre % Complaints 
$ Population 
London ~60 
Ottawa 49 
Thunder Bay Ou. 
Toronco-CenuLe 1.04 
Toronto-Suburbs ou 


Windsor ~42 
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COMPLAINT CLOSINGS 


HOW MANY COMPLAINT FILES 
WERE CLOSED? 


During the period from July 11, 1976, to March 31, 1977, 
4,463 complaint files were closed. The number of complaint 
files closed on a monthly basis averaged 495 or 94% higher 
than during the period covered by the First Annual Report. 

An analysis of these closed files indicates that there were 

613 instances where the complainant's concern involved more 

than one discernable complaint. These multiple-complaint 
Situations explain why the disposition statistics and the 

line summaries exceed the number of closed files. In addition, 
it should be noted that 421 files closed involved new complaints 
from citizens whose complaints were included in the First 
Annual Report. 

Table Five presents a month-by-month complaint workload 
Prottle. —fOr all months Covered by this report, the number of 
complaint file openings exceeded the number of complaint file 
closings. As a result, the number of complaint files in 
peogress as ot March 31, 1977, was 2551 or 38% higher than at 
Iie beginning of the reporting period. The growth im the 
backlog has continued to develop notwithstanding the significantly 
higher monthly rate of complaint file closings as compared with 


the previous reporting period. 
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HOW LONG DOES IT TAKE TO 
CLOSE A COMPLAINT FILE? 


A review of 4463 files closed during the reporting period 
indicates that the average time between the opening and the 
closing of a complaint file was 75 days. The average duration 
to closing for complaints that were within the Ombudsman's 
jurisdiction was 104 days. The average duration to closing for 
complaints that were outside the Ombudsman's jurisdiction was 
a eOay sic 

The majority of complaints, 75 percent, were closed within 
90 days. A significant percentage, 46% of all closed complaints 
were completed within one month. Only 41% were completed within 
one month during the period covered by the First Annual Report. 
However, in comparison with the previous reporting period the 
average duration to closing has been increased from 63 days to 
75 days. This increase was caused by the larger number of 
complaints which required between nine months to one year and 
more than one year to complete. The First Annual Report showed 
43 complaint files requiring more than nine months to close. 
Table Six shows that there were 309 complaints included in this 
report which required more than nine months to complete. 

The First Annual Report explained that the number of 
duration days required to complete a complaint depended on 
three factors; the complexity of the complaint, the co-operation 
of parties contacted during the investigation of the complaint, 
as well as the other work expended by our etaft. Thestirstscwo 


factors are beyond our control. The latter factor Wewlarge.y, 
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dependent on the availability of staff. In many instances 
where a lengthy investigation occurs because of the impact 

Of these factors, the duration of the investigation could not 
have been foreseen. 

Table Seven shows the relationship between the month in 
which the complaint file was closed and the average number of 
duration days to closing for the month's group of complaints. 

Table Eight provides an overview of the complaint file 
closings for the entire reporting period. For instance, of the 
542 complaint files opened in November, 1976, 60 were closed 
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COMPLAINT ASSIGNMENT 


HOW MANY CLOSED COMPLAINT FILES WERE 
WORKED ON BY EACH DIRECTORATE? 


All complaints received by the Office of the Ombudsman 
are assigned to an appropriate Directorate for action. The 
assignment of a complaint file is based on considerations 
felating to the Ombudsman"s jurisdiction, the organization’ to 
which the complaint is directed, and the substance of the 
complaint. 

Table Eleven shows the number of complaints assigned to 
each Directorate and the number of complaints closed by each 
DiseceObatce. 

The Directorate of Communications and the Directorate of 
Administration are excluded from the Table on the basis that 


they do not work directly on complaints. The Ombudsman and his 
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immediate staff are also not shown on the Table since they are 
involved with virtually every complaint. The numbers in 
brackets on the Table represent the number of complaints worked 
on solely by the Directorate shown at the top of the column. 
The remaining figures in the column represent the complaints 
worked on in combination with other Directorates. 

The distribution of the workload to the Directorates does 
not differ significantly from the pattern described Lic ne 
First Annual Report. However, the number of complaint files 
closed by the Directorate of Rural, Agricultural and Municipal 
Services increased from 57 complaints to 142 complaints because 
unlike the previous reporting period, this Directorate was in 
existence throughout this entire reporting period. The Legal 
Directorate continued to close the largest number of complaints. 
This is a result of this Directorate having responsibility for 
dealing with the large number of complaints which are found to 
be outside the Ombudsman's jurisdiction. 

The Directorate of Institutional and Special Services also 
continued to have a relatively high complaint load because of 
the responsibility dealing with complaints involving correctional 
centres, jails, psychiatric hospitals and the Workmen's Compensa- 
tion Board. In addition, as shown in Table Eleven, there 
continued to be a considerable degree of interaction between 
the Directorates. The complexity of the complaint necessitated 
the involvement of more than one Directorate in 26% of the 


complaint file closings. 
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ORGANI ZATIONS 


WHICH GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS 
WERE INVOLVED WITH THE COMPLAINTS RECEIVED? 


Table Nine shows the number of complaints relating to 
each organization as well as the number of complaints which 
bell into each jurisdictional category. Table Ten shows the 
frequency with which organizations were contacted by our staff. 

The organizations were grouped into six major categories: 

I Government of Ontario 

it Courts 

III Federal Government 

LY. Private 

V Municipalities/Local Authorities 
gle Other Provinces 

Vit, International 

Vili No Onganization Specified 

The percentage of complaints in each major category does 
not differ significantly from the pattern described in the 
First Annual Report. The Ministries, Agencies, Boards and 
Commissions of the Government of Ontario were involved with 
Peltor S22 of the 5076 “closed complaints... Complaints 
involving private businesses, associations, groups and individuals 
accounted for 22% of the closed complaints. In addition, 
Municipalities/Local Authorities accounted for 10% of complaints 
and the Federal Government accounted for 8% of complaints. 

Table Nine shows that complaints directed against the 


Ministries and Agencies of the Government of Ontario were 
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concentrated within a few organizations. The Ministry of 
Correctional Services accounted for 38% of these complaints 
and The Workmen's Compensation Board accounted for Ese Ete 
10 organizations with 50 or more complaints accounted for 
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COMPLAINT DISPOSITION 
HOW DID YOU DISPOSE OF COMPLAINTS? 


The disposition of all complaints was reviewed on the basis 


of the following categories: 


(i) JuntedtetLon 
(ara) Final Action 
(LED) “Settlement 


The following sections provide a detailed explanation of 
each category. All complaint disposition figures are based on 
an examination of 5076 complaints dealt with during the reporting 
period. 


(ae Dine saLce1 on 
HOW MANY COMPLAINTS WERE WITHIN YOUR TURISDILChHI ONG 


There were 1827 complaints within our jurisdiction as defined 
by The Ombudsman Act, 1975. This represents an increase from 
26 % to 36% when compared with the period covered by the 
First Annual Report. In addition,there were 3230 0r 63% of the 
complaints which were beyond our jurisdiction. As a resulteor 


complaint withdrawals and abandonments, there were 19 instances 
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where a jurisdictional determination was not possible. 


WHY WERE COMPLAINTS OUTSIDE YOUR JURISDICTION? 


The Ombudsman Act, 1975, excludes from our jurisdiction 


complaints where one or a combination of the following 


conditions ‘exist: 


(i) 


teas} 


(Lit) 


(iv) 


(v) 


(v1) 


(vii) 


(a) 


The complaint does not pertain to 

decisions of a “governmental organization" 
olsthe Province of Ontario. 

The complainant is not affected in his 

or its personal capacity. 

The complaint pertains to deliberations 

and proceedings of the Executive Council. 

The complaint pertains to a decision of a 
person acting as a legal advisor or counsel 

to the Crown in any proceedings. 

The complaint pertains to decisions 

involving judges of the functions of any court. 
The complaint is premature because it pertains 
to matters where a right of appeal on the merits 
has not expired or been exercised. 

The complaint pertains to matters within 

the jurisdiction of the Federal Government, 
municipal governments, or other provincial 
governments. 

The complaint pertains solely to private 


matters. 
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Table Twelve provides a summary of the complaints that 
were outside our jurisdiction. Complaints of a private nature 
were the most common "outside jurisdiction" complaint. There 
were 846 "outside jurisdiction" complaints involving other 
levels of government. Approximately 50% of these complaints 
involved municipal and local authorities. Premature complaints 
involving situations where a right of appeal had not expired 
or been exercised comprised 23% of all “outside jurisdiction" 
complaints. 

Table Thirteen focuses on Ministries, Agencies and other 
organizations of the Government of Ontario. The Table shows 
the number of complaints that were outside our jurisdiction in 
relation to the "outside jurisdiction" reasons described in 
the previous paragraphs. The above-mentioned premature com- 
plaints occur with almost every organization identified on this 
Table. The Workmen's Compensation Board continued to be the 
major source of premature complaints. 

We were able to provide assistance in 2968 or 97% of all 
"outside jurisdiction" complaints. This assistance arose an 
the course of explaining or clarifying a complainant's situation, 
providing advice, or by directing the complainant by means of 
4 referral. In). 78seof vall, "outside sjurisdictton7ycomplaints 
the assistance was provided by means of a referral. There 
were 543 complaints where our staff felt that it was necessary 
to make inquiries in order to refer the complainant to the 


most appropriate organization or agency. 
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WHAT FINAL ACTION DID YOU TAKE ON COMPLAINTS? 


We have defined nine action categories: 


(i) "Listen" 
Cli) ee hsp Fadn” 
(iii) "Advise" 
(iv) "Refer" 
(v) "“Ingquire/Refer" 
7) Lngupre: 
(vii) "Informal Recommendation" 
(viii) "Formal Recommendation" 
(ix) "Refuse to Investigate or Further Investigate" 


These action categories differ somewhat from the 
categories used in the First Annual Report. "Inquire/Refer" 
has been added in order to distinguish between referrals 
which require an inquiry and referrals which can be made without 
an inquiry. The former "Recommendation" category has been 
divided into two categories in order to distinguish a "Formal 
Recommendation" under Section 22 of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, 
from a constructive suggestion or "Informal Recommendation" 
arising from situations where the application of Section 22 
would not, in the Ombudsman's view, be appropriate. In 
addition, the former "Decline Action" category has been changed 


to "Refuse to Investigate or Further Investigate”. 
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Table Sixteen shows the number of closed complaints in 
each category. The "Refer" and "Inquire/Refer" action categories 
have the largest number of complaints due to the frequency with 
which these actions coincide with the 3230'outside JUGiSdVCE On Ts 
complaints. Assistance is provided to complainants Pea 
action categories except "Listen" and "Refuse to Investigate 
or Further Investigate". On this basis, 92% of all complainants 
received assistance. Table Sixteen shows the action related 
assistance from a jurisdictional viewpoint. 

Table Seventeen relates the final action to the average 
duration to closing. All categories show an increase in the 
average duration when compared with the previous reporting 
period.) ~ This, inerease in the average duration is abexributable, 
in large measure, to the closing of complex complaints that 
could not have been closed during the period covered by the 
First Annual) Reporc. 


(ji2) Settlement 


(4) HOW MANY COMPLAINTS WERE RESOLVED? 
(44) HOW MANY RESOLVED COMPLAINTS WERE 


SETTLED IN FAVOUR OF THE COMPLAINANT? 

The first question is directed at the settlement status 
of the complaint, that is, did the complaint reach the stage 
where the issue was resolved? The 1381 resolved complaints 
comprise 27% of the 5076 closed complaints. This figure 
represents a 6% increase over the comparable figure in the 


First Annual Report. 
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FromeJuly Tl, 8976, to March 317°1977;°the Onbudsman’”s 
Office assisted in the resolution of 1021 complaints or 74% 
of resolved complaints. There were 360 independently resolved 
complaints. The Ombudsman's Office assisted in the resolution 
of 75% of the complaints involving "governmental organizations" 
within the meaning of The Ombudsman Act, 1975. Table Eighteen 
shows the number of complaints which fall into the categories 
of complaints which could not be resolved. 

The second question focuses on the settlement result. 

There were 767 complaints or 55% of the resolved complaints 

which were settled in favour of the complainant. There were 

610 complaints or 45% of the resolved complaints which were 
settled in favour of the organization complained against. In 
addition, there were 4 complaints where a formal recommendation 
was denied. . Table Nineteen relates the settlement result to the 
organization involved. 

The sequence of events leading to a resolved complaint, 
which may be settled either in favour of the complaint or in 
favour of the "governmental organization", varies from complaint 
GORCOMDLaint. 

The multitude of fact situations which precipitate a 
complaint can be appreciated through the variety of complaints 
shown in the line summaries and the complaints described in the 
detailed summaries. As explained previously, many of these 
complaints give rise to factors which preclude a complaint 


resolution. For example, the complaint may be abandoned, 
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withdrawn or circumstances may change in the course ofvan 
investigation. In most instances, an "outside jurisdiction" 
complaint is not resolved. However, there are 90 closed 
complaints included in this report in which an "outside 
jurisdiction" determination did not prevent a complaint 
resolution. All of these complaints were resolved in favour 

of the complainant. The following paragraphs describe patterns 
of complaint resolution applicable to complaints that are 
within the jurisdiction of the Ombudsman. 

A complaint which is resolved in favour of the "governmental 
organization" always coincides with a "Not Supported" decision 
by the Ombudsman. 

A decision by the Ombudsman not to support a complainant's 
allegation is always made pursuant to a thorough investigation. 
Thus, the complaint is resolved to the extent that the Ombudsman 
has made a decision. However, the complainant may feel that 
the problems which precipitated the complaint to us continue 
to exist. In unusual situations, it is possible to have a 
"Not Supported" decision coincide with a "Favour Complainant" 
settlement. 

This results when the Ombudsman puts forth a constructive 
suggestion or "Informal Recommendation" on behalf of the 
complainant which is acceptable to Officialsmot Phevonganizetion 
complained against even though the Ombudsman has decided not 


to support the complainant's allegations. 
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The pattern for complaints resolved "In Favour of the 
Complainant" is more varied. In circumstances where the crux 
of the complaint is a lack of knowledge on the part of the 
complainant, it is possible, as a result of information gathered 
during our inquiries, to provide the complainant with a detailed 
explanation of his circumstances which satisfies him insofar 
as he feels the complaint has been resolved in his favour. In 
these situations, it is not ASREISEEES, for the Ombudsman to arrive 
at a decision with respect to the supportability of the 
complainant's allegations. In other cases, the investigative 
process brings to light a fact that was not known to officials 
of the organization complained against and when this fact is 
communicated to these officials a settlement proposal satisfactory 
to the complainant is reached. These two situations explain 
why the number of "Supported" complaints is less than the 
number of complaints resolved in favour of the complainant. 
However, in a Significant number of cases, the Ombudsman 
is required to pursue a settlement result by means of either 
an "Informal Recommendation" or a "Formal Recommendation" 
pursuant to Section 22(3) of The Ombudsman Act, 1975. The 
acceptance of either type of recommendation by officials of 
an organization complained against leads to a "Favour Complainant" 
settlement result. The denial of an "Informal Recommendation" 
leads to a "Favour Governmental Organization" settlement result. 
However, the denial of a "Formal Recommendation" is expressed 


as a "Recommendation Denied" result. 
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TABLE NO.: INFORMATION SYSTEM 


INFORMATION SYSTEM 


INCOMING LETTER 
OR 
INTERVIEW 


DAILY REPORT 


NEW COMPLAINTS 


NEW FILE 


MONTHLY RECORDS 
STATISTICS REPORT 


FILE ASSIGNED/ 
INVESTIGATED/ 


SUBMITTED FOR CLOSING WITH: 
(a) Completed Complaint 
Summary Sheet, 
(b) Closing Memoranda/ 
Closing Letters 


DATA ASSEMBLED/ANALY ZED AND 
CODED FROM: 


(a) Complaint Summary Sheet, 
(b) Closing Memos/Closing Letters, 
(c) Complaint Disposition Sheet 


ANNUAL REPORT 
DETAILED DATA INPUT TO COMPUTER 
SUMMARIES AND REPORTS PUBLISHED 


SPECIAL REQUEST 
REPORTS 


KEYWORD 
DOCUMENTS 


ANNUAL REPORT ANNUAL REPORT MONTHLY 


MANAGEMENT 
REPORTS 


LINE SUMMARIES STATISTICS 


OBJECTIVE: COMMUNICATIONS COMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT RESEARCH 


COMPLAINTS BY REGION AND 
TABLE NO.: ONTARIO ELECTORAL DISTRICT 


or 
fa] 
= 
g 
e 
> 
u 
= 
3 
=A 
Suelo) 
Zz 


VowN3tNoOw, 


PROVINCE .OF ONTARIO 


TABLENO.: 2 (ii) 


NUMBER 
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Note: 


COMPLAINTS BY REGION AND 


ONTARIO ELECTORAL DISTRICT 


REGION 


NAME 


Toronto-Centre 
Toronto-Suburbs 

Golden Horseshoe 

Ontario West-Central 
Ontario Western-Ring 
Toronto North-East Corridor 
Ontario North-Central 
Ottawa-East 

Ontario North 


The designations below apply to the schedules 
found in this table. 


(1) 


(2) 


(3) 


An asterisk -*- indicates a constituency 
where a Ministry of Corrections facility 
is located. 


The notations (R), (U) or (M) designate 
the constituency as (R) Rural, (U) Urban 
or (M) Mixed Urban-Rural. Population 
figures are based on the number of names 
on the polling list as taken from Pages 
26-29 "1975 Ontario Election Summary 
From The Records". 


This table is based on 4121 closed files 
where a constituency determination could 
be made. . 


TABLE NO.: 2 (111) TITLE: 


CONSTITUENCY 


a 


Beaches-Woodbine 
Bellwoods 

Don Mills 
Dovercourt 
Eglinton 

High Park-Swansea 
Oakwood 

Parkdale 
Riverdale 
Scarborough West 
St.Andrew-St.Patrick 


*St. David 
St. George 
York East 


York South 
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PERCENTAGE OF 
POPULATION 


PERCENTAGE OF 
TOTAL CLOSED 
COMPLAINTS 


REGION ONE: 


552,039 


TORONTO CENTRE 


POPULATION 
37,974  (U) 
Onl 2d wet) 
49,885 (U) 
22,943 (UU) 
47,801 (U) 
37,484  (U) 
31907555 (0) 
27,496 (UU) 
30,80 (UU) 

39,456 (U) 

| 35,582 (U) 
395712, (0) 

Lage S4ay ale) 
46,639 (U) 
41-107) 9) (0) 


NUMBER OF 


OF 
.’ COMPLAINTS 


12 
| 22 
24 
Pall 
29 


35 
| 18 
34 
24 
iat 
41 
WAT 
74 
23 
103) 


| 510 


COMPLAINTS BY REGION AND ONTARIO ELECTORAL DISTRICT 


PERCENTAGE 


OF REGIONAL 


POPULATION 


° 
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TABLE NO.: 2 (iv) COMPLAINTS BY REGION AND ONTARIO ELECTORAL DISTRICT 


REGION TWO: TORONTO SUBURBS 


Se 


ee 


Yorkview 41,081 (Uae 7 


ke 


York West 50,544 (U) 10 
GY (©) GY 7X Jy ts 6305, 579 280 


PERCENTAGE OF 

POPULATION ! 
PERCENTAGE OF | 
TOTAL CLOSED 
COMPLAINTS 6.5 


NUMBER OF PERCENTAGE | PERCENTAGE 
CONSTITUENCY POPULATION OF | OF REGIONAL | OF REGIONAL 
' COMPLAINTS POPULATION | COMPLAINTS 
Amourdale 48,372 (CU) 24 7.6 or 
Downsview 33,656 (UO) 19 B52 6a 
Etobicoke 357970 (U) : 30 5.6 se aa 
Humber 55,985 (U) 23 8.8 852 
*Lakeshore | 42,889 (U) 44 : 6.7 1527 
| Oriole 47,063 (i) 10 | ins 3.5 
Scarborough Centre 39,608 (oy 13 | 6.2 4.6 
a Scarborough East. 44,552 (U) 19 | 6.9 6.7 
= Scarborough-Ellesmere 40,264 (U) qv 6.3 225 
Scarborough North BACses) (i ot | 8.5 oe 
1 Wilson Heights 43,935 (U) ie | 6.8 Se: 
York Mills 53,081 (U) 28 | 8.4 0.0 
7.9 ae 5 
| Gea 6.0 
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TABLE NO.: 2 (v) COMPLAINTS BY REGION AND ONTARIO ELECTORAL DISTRICT 


REGION THREE: GOLDEN HORSESHOE 


s o \J a 


CONSTITUENCY POPULATION OF REGIONAL OF REGIONAL 


POPULATION ~ COMPLAINTS 

*Brampton 52,419 s ° 
Brock 34,818 7 a 
Burlington South 53,842 ° C 
*Halton-Burlington 38,791 a < 
Hamilton Centre 37,667 5 ; 

1 Hamilton East 47,379 a. ‘ 

~ Hamilton Mountain 45,488 é 5 

N *Hamilton West 42,021 s ; 

o Lincoln 30,211 B 


Mississauga East 39,500 
Mississauga North 46,153 
Mississauga South 40,104 
Niagara Falls 43,455 
Oakville 38,103 
St. Catharines 48,885 
*Welland 38,401 
Wentworth 37,090 
Wentworth North 45,145 


° 
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° 
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TOSI ALLS Tagg ere 


PERCENTAGE OF 
POPULATION 


PERCENTAGE OF 
TOTAL CLOSED 
COMPLAINTS 


TABLE NO.: 2 (vi) COMPLAINTS BY REGION AND ONTARIO ELECTORAL DISTRICT 


REGION FOUR: ONTARIO WEST CENTRAL 


a ee 


PERCENTAGE 
CONSTITUENCY POPULATION OF REGIONAL OF REGIONAL 
POPULATION COMPLAINTS 


Re 


*Brantford 42,504 
Brant-Oxford-Norfolk BAS, 
Cambridge 44,253 
Erie 30,615 

*Haldimand-Norfolk 43,013 
Kitchener 46,096 
Kitchener-Wilmot 38,026 
Oxford - 49,055 

*Perth 43,411: 
Waterloo: North 40,726 
Wellington-Dufferin-Pee 43,105 
*wellington South 45,387 


° 
. 


° 
OUOHDTHDRMNONWW 


= 

O RPWORWOAINUOWEH 
e 
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8 
7 
8 
6 
8 
9. 
1 
9 
8 
8 
8 
8 


N 


ra) 
oO 
oO 


TO TAL & 503,490 


PERCENTAGE OF 
POPULATION 


PERCENTAGE OF 
TOTAL CLOSED 
COMPLAINTS 


TABLE NO.: COMPLAINTS BY REGION AND ONTARIO ELECTORAL DISTRICT 


REGION FIVE: ONTARIO WESTERN RING 


ee ee 


| NUMBER OF PERCRENTAGE PERCENTAGE 
CONSTITUENCY POPULATION OF OF REGIONAL | OF REGIONAL 
' COMPLAINTS POPULATION COMPLAINTS 
*Chatham-Kent By OS (19) 28 Sie) : 735 
Elgin 38,030 (M) | DD. 5.6 5.9 
Essex North BW pn sh 7 (M) 6 | Ao] 6 
Essex South 34,568 Cee LZ | ane ae 
| Grey B52 13 (R) 22 Sie | 59 
*Grey-Bruce 33,974 (M) | 28 Aveo eo 
Ta) Huron-Bruce Bish ILO (R) 42 | “eS ies! 
2, Huron-Middlesex 297,030 (R) Pa) LF) Ts2 
Kent-Elgin 32,306: {R) 10 Cal | Bah 
| Lambton De, assy (R) 1S) hes 2 4.0 
| *London Centre AG Ane (U) 37 6.9 O30 
London North 46,103 CU) thal Gren, esd) 
London South SS) FpShtehts| (U) 26 | 8.0 Va 
Middlesex BL, 20R (R) | lay 4.4 ar) 
*Sarnia 4A 332 (U) 22 6.4 gS 
Windsor-Riverside AS aa (U) 8 6.6 oe! 
*Windsor-Sandwich BiG oe (U) : 20 Bio & By 
Windsor-Walkerville 37,326 (U) = ads). 5.4 4.5 
TOMA, is 680,146 | 370 100 100 
PERCENTAGE OF 
POPULATION 3h 383 
PERCENTAGE OF 
TOTAL CLOSED 
COMPLAINTS 85.5 
| i 


TABLE NO.:: DNV ida) COMPLAINTS BY REGION AND ONTARIO ELFCTORAL DISTRICT 


REGION SIX: TORONTO NORTH-EAST CORRIDOR 


Pee ease lit eae 8 NUMD ER OF PERCENTAGE ‘~~ PERCENTAGE 
CONSTITUENCY | POPULATION OF OF REGIONAL | OF REGIONAL 
| COMPLAINTS POPULATION / COMPLAINTS 
*Dufferin-Simcoe | NG ys SSy7/ (M) | By GLAS) 7.9 | 
Durham East | “as send ou), || a 10.8 ae 
Durham North | Sese7s . SOR). | 43 9.5 10.7 | 
*Durham West Y R40, 200 CU) 25 10.0 Cae 
Oshawa 39,463 (U) | 14 9.8 Bier | 
*Simcoe Centre 49,521 (M) | ih tab ips S els 
Simcoe East 42,628 (M) 106 10.5 26.4 | 
York Centre 52,939 (U) | 26 | sheen 6.4 
York North LAT TAT (M) 23 | 11:8 Si 


PERCENTAGE OF 


| 
TO TA DS 400,170 401 : 100 100 
POPULATION he t8hcidh 


PERCENTAGE OF | 
TOTAL CLOSED 
COMPLAINTS One 


TABLE NO.: 


2 (exe) 


REGION SEVEN: 


CONSTITUENCY 


Frontenac-Addington 


Hastings-—Peterborough 
Kingston and The Islands' 
Muskoka 
*Northumberland | 
*Parry Sound 
*Peterborough 

*Prince Edward-Lennox 
Quinte 

*Renfrew North 
Renfrew South 
*Victoria-Haliburton 


TROLS AR ais 


PERCENTAGE OF 
POPULATION 


PERCENTAGE OF 
TOTAL CLOSED 
COMPLAINTS 


POPULATION 


32,924 
32,223 
387,929 
23,459 
AN 5 SINS) 
27,506 
by DS 
Pale Wak Pa 
42,649 
28,186 
34,050 
Shey ley) 


423,435 


(R) 
(R) 
(U) 
(R) 
(M) 
(R) 
(U) 
(R) 
(U) 
(M) 
(R) 
(R) 


COMPLAINTS BY REGION AND ONTARIO ELECTORAL DISTRICT 


ONTARIO NORTH-CENTRAL 


NUMBER OF 
OH 
COMPLAINTS 


22 
| 25 
32 
63 
36 
70 
125 
40 
75 
39 
52 
28 


607 


PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE 


OF REGIONAL 
POPULATION 
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TABLE NO.: 


mime: 


CONSTITUENCY 


Carleton 

*Carleton East 
*Carleton-Grenville 
*Cornwall 

*Lanark 

*Leeds 

Ottawa Centre 
Ottawa East 
Ottawa South 
Ottawa West 


*Prescott and Russell 
Stormont-—Dundas-Glengarry 


TOL VAR Les 


PERCENTAGE OF 
POPULATION 


PERCENTAGE OF 
TOTAL CLOSED 
COMPLAINTS 


COMPLAINTS BY REGION AND ONTARIO ELECTORAL DISTRICT 


REGION EIGHT: 


Se 


POPULATION 


47,599 
50,143 
34,510 
B37 592 
28,646 
33,936 
45,908 
46,387 
50,649 
507,969 
36,606 


30,002 


478,747 


OTTAWA-EAST 


PERCENTAGE 
OF REGIONAL 
COMPLAINTS 


PERCENTAGE 
OF REGIONAL 
- POPULATION 


NUMBER OF 


COMPLAINTS 
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TABLE NO.: 


(xi) 


CONSTITUENCY 


Algoma 
Algoma-Manitoulin 
Cochrane North 
*Cochrane South 
*Fort William 
Kenora 

Lake Nipigon 
*Nickel Belt 
Nipissing 

*Port Arthur 
*Rainy River 
*Sault Ste, Marie 
*Sudbury 

Sudbury East 
*Timiskaming 


TOMAR iis 


PERCENTAGE OF 
POPULATION 


PERCENTAGE OF 
TOTAL CLOSED 
COMPLAINTS 


COMPLAINTS BY REGION AND ONTARIO ELECTORAL DISTRICT 


REGION NINE: 


ONTARIO NORTH 


POPULATION 


LT ae 
18,593 
24,492 
33,966 
39,048 
27,254 
18,046 


2350 tae 


41,173 
37,144 
17,718 
48,133 
43,143 
43,185 
29,002 


462,263 


(R) 
(R) 
(R) 
(U) 
(U) 
(M) 
(R) 
(R) 
(U) 
(U) 
(M) 
(U) 
(U) 
(M) 
(M) 


NUMBER OF 
OF 
COMPLAINTS 


PERCENTAGE 
OF REGIONAL 
POPULATION 
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TABLE NO.: REGIONAL COMPARISON OF COMPLAINTS AND POPULATION 


Closed Population % Complaints 


————- + Fe 


Region Complaints (1%) (4%) % Population 


———$—$——= a a 


‘toronto-Centre 510 (eka) €LEO2} 1.04 
Yoronto-Suburbs 260 ( 6.5) (12.8) 50 
Golden Norseshoe 503 (11.6) (15.4) aD 
Ontario West-Central 456 (10.5) (10.2) 05 
Ontario Western-Ring 370 ( 8.5) (13.8) 61 
Toronto North-East Corridor 401 C92) (38 ie) Le23 
Ontario North-Central 607 (14.0) ( 8.6) 1.63 
Ottawa-East 325 (2735) ( 9.7) aur 
Ontario North 669 (15.4) ( 9.4) 1.64 


ee ee 


Total 4121 100% 100% 


if 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
C) 


There were 188 closed complaints where the constituency 
could not be determined. 


om 


Eo % COMPLAINTS 
fy* POPULATION 


TABLE NO.: COMPLAINTS AND POPULATION BY RURAL/URBAN DESIGNATION 


75% 


50% Closed % Closed 
re Complaints Complaints % Population 
a ee eee ee Oe 
- Rural 810 19.7% 16.4% 
' Mixed 843 20.5% 12.9% 

Urban 2468 59.8% 70.7% 

Total 4121 100% 100% 
25% 


The percentages do not include 
closed complaints where the 
constituency could not be determined. 


RURAL 


% COMPLAINTS 


Ee % POPULATION 


TABLE NO.: COMPLAINT FILE OPENINGS 


FILES 
Opened 
Closed 


in Progress 1604 
2600 


2400 
2200 
2000 
1800 


1600 


1400 


1200 
1000 


800 


600 


400 


AND COMPLAINT FILE CLOSINGS 


BY MONTH 


July 
1976 


Complaint 
2 Files Opened 


Sept. 


Complaint 
Files Closed 


Dec. 


Complaint Files 
in Progress 


“Jan. Feb. Mar. 
1977 


Note: 


The figures in brackets represent 
additional file closings involving 
complainants who have, over time, 
brought a second or third new 
complaint to the Ombudsman. 


TABLE NO.: COMPLAINT FILE CLOSINGS BY DURATION CATEGORY 


COMPLAINT 
FILE 
CLOSINGS 190 


One Three Six Nine More Than 
Month Months Months Months One Year 


TABLE NO.: AVERAGE DURATION DAYS TO CLOSING:BY MONTH 


Average Number 
of Duration Days 59 


120 


Closing Month July* Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. 
1976 1977 


*From July 11, 1976. (N)ote: Each column represents the average number 
of duration days to closing for all complaints 
which were closed during the month indicated. 


yy 


e 


b. Mar. ** 


**To March 31, 


aS a7 


TABLE NO.: 


Opening 
Month 


May/75 
to 
Decwsly7 5 


Jan./76 
Feb. 


Dec. 
Seugs// UU 
Feb. 


Mar. 


Total ae 
Closings 


Wiss 


Closing Month 


July Aug. 
PUG 
iS) 14 
2 7 
WZ 6 
20 3) 
ARS 20 
26 24 
107 86 
104 133 
25 
308 438 


MONTH OPENED/MONTH CLOSED CALENDAR YEAR PROFILE 


se 


Sept. 


iil 


Coe iG yy Cy 


409 


Oct: 


11 


Ou 
196 


DIOS 


Nov. 


24 


10 
12 
19 
14 
20 
32 
12 
26 
63 

alge 

202 


566 


Dec. 


Ay 


206 


514 


wan. 
Ta, 


477 


Feb. 


Bulbs 


ae 


Total! 
Mar. File 
Closings 
40 164 
13} 61 
7 63 
8 aS: 
Tal 95 
2 LS} 
nS 352 
9 350 
Ss 384 
14 528 
23 474 
AD HAG) 
DE, 343 
124 484 
239 302 
90 SKC) 
675 4463 


Jom — 


_—_ 


un 


TABLE NO.: 9 TITLE: COMPLAINTS BY ORGANIZATION 


5 Fe 
' bs} 

GOVERNMENT OF ONTARIO : . 

Ministries/Agencies 

Agriculture and Food 6 5 
Ontario Milk Marketing Board 3 ey 

Attorney General 15 48 
Criminal Injuries Compensation Board 6 7 
Land Compensation Board 3 
Ontario Municipal Board 5 30 

Colleges and Universities Sil 16 
Colleges of Applied Arts 
and Technology 

Community and Social Services Uy 13, 

Consumer and Commercial Relations 46 24 
Liquor Control Board 3 3 

Correctional Services ALY 7 
Correctional Centres/Adult Training 552 33 
Centres/Detention Centres ; 

Schools We 

Jails 376 C} 
Moteal 1016 

Ontario Parole Board 4 2 

Culture and Recreation 3 ii 
Ontario Lottery Corporation 5 2 

Education eS i) 
Teacher's Superannuation Commission Z: 

Energy iL 
Ontario Energy Board i at 
Ontario Hydro ILS) e) 

Environment 19 Ws} 

Government Services 24 le 

Health 35 2 
Psychiatric Hospitals 67 8 
OHIP ; 40 9 
Total 172 

Housing 20 9 
Ontario Housing Corporation 52 10 
Ontario Mortgage Corporation i 1 

Industry and Tourism 4 

Labour 20 4 
Ontario Human Rights Commission 8 6 
Ontario Labour Relations Board 6 2 
Workmen's Compensation Board 164 ChB} 


Ss Le= 


TABLE NO.: oC) 1 Ss COMPLAINTS BY ORGANIZATION 
as aad 7 - pa apn aes Gg 
8 x) 
BO. oo 
aes, "A my 
C rey Y ve} 
ie WY YH &H 
20 nee a 
| ‘Si 
Ky >) 
Natural Resources A? 24 
Revenue Bi 26 
Solicitor General a 4 
Ontario Police Commission 4 2 
OMnieadign@m rao nica le Pol Tce Daf 
Transportation and Communications 63 Se 
Treasury, Economics and 5 4 
Intergovernmental Affairs u 
Total 1823 Sou 
Ontario Government Other 
Management Board il es 
Civil Service Commission 2 5 Vi 
Public Service Grievance Board iL it 
Office of the Assembly i) 1 
Commission on Election 1 
Conta aieEVons ance Expenses 1 
Office of the Premier/Cabinet Office 1 It 
Niagara Escarpment Commission 2 3 5 
Office of the Ombudsman 5 5 
Executive Council Us - 1 
Wonee IL ‘4 19 23 
Government of Ontario Total INS 27 856 26974 
COURTS 
Total 249 249 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS/AGENCIES 
Air Canada 1 il 
Canadian Penitentiary Services is, 13 
Central Mortgage and Housing Ie IW, 
Consumer and Corporate Affairs 4 4 
Office of the Correctional Investigator 
Health and Welfare 54 54 
indian mitairs end Northerm Development « 4 4 
Dus tence 5 5 
Manpower and Immigration 38 38 
National Parole Board 26 26 
Post Office 14 14 
Public Service Commission 2 2 
Public Works 3 3 
Revenue Canada - Taxation ag 39 
Royal Canadian Mounted Police 8 8 
Transport S) 9 
Unemployment Insurance Commission 78 78 
Veterans Affairs iS} 3 
Federal Government - Other 65 65 
388 388 


Mota: 


BY ORGANI] ZATION 


ABBE NOR: 9 1 es COMPLAINTS 


PRIVATE 


Associations/Groups 
Complaint Bureau 
Chavdren's Aid Socrety 


DOCTORS — La trLents 
Hospitals - Private 
Lawyers = Clients 


Law Society of Upper Canada 
College of Physicians and Surgeons 
Other - Private 

Private Business 

Private Individual 

Universities 


Tecaw 


MUNICIPALITIES/LOCAL AUTHORITIES 


Municipalities 
Municipal Police 


Total 
OTHER PROVINCES 
Moteart 


INTERNATIONAL 
Total 
NO ORGANIZATION SPECIFIED 


Toncael 


OVERALL TOTAL 


TABLE NO.: 10 CONTACTS BY ORGANIZATION 


GOVERNMENT OF ONTARIO CONTACTS 


Ministries/Agencies 


Agriculture and Food 2a! 
Ontario Milk Marketing Board 7 
Attorney General 48 
Criminal Injuries Compensation Board 5 
Land Compensation Board 1 
Ontario Municipal Board 19 
Colleges and Universities 29 
Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology 5 
Community and Social Services 100 
Consumer and Commercial Relations 87 
Liquor Control Board 2 
Liquor Licence Board 2 
Correctional Services 832 
Community Resource Centre a 
Ontario Parole Board 9 
Culture and Recreation 6 
Ontario Lottery Corporation 2 
Education , DES 
Teacher's Superannuation Commission 4 
Energy 3 
‘Ontario Energy Board 3 
Ontario Hydro 20 
Environment 36 
Government Services 30 
Health 154 
Housing 55 
Ontario Housing Corporation 39 
Industry and Tourism 5 
Labour P28) 
Ontario Human Rights Commission 14 
Ontario Labour Relations Board 6 
Workmen's Compensation Board B52 
Natural Resources 46 
Revenue 23 


Solicitor General 8 
Ontario Police Commission 5 
Ontario Provincial Police - 8 


TABLE NO.: LO G2) CONTACTS BY ORGANIZATION 


CONTACTS 
Transportation & Communications 66 
Treasury, Economics and 
Intergovernmental Affairs gy 

Oeil: 2126 
Ontario Government Other 
Civil Service Commission 10 
Public Service Grievance Board i 
Office of the Premier/Cabinet Office 2 
Niagara Escarpment Commission 4 

Total le 
Government of Ontario Total 2143 
COURTS 

Total Le 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS/AGENCIES 
Air Canada it 
Canadian Penitentiary Services 3 
Central Mortgage and Housing Wl 
Consumer and Corporate Affairs 6 
Office of the Correctional Investigator 2 
Health and Welfare 21 
Indian Affairs and Northern Development 3 
Justice 3 
Manpower and Immigration 16 
National Parole Board 9 
Post Office D 
Public Service Commission 3 
Public Works Al 
Revenue Canada - Taxation 14 
Royal Canadian Mounted Police 3 
Ub at= Vols} oleh aha 8 
Unemployment Insurance Commission 23 
Veterens Affairs 3 
Federal Government = Other 23 

Total Sel 
PRIVATE 
Associations/Groups 60 
Complaint Bureaus 3 
Children's Aid Society 2 
Doctors - Patients 24 
Hospitals - Private a 
Lawyers - Clients Vs 
Law Society of Upper Canada iil 
Other - Private 5 
Private Business 38 
Private Individual HES) 
Universities eae 


Total BS) 


TABLE NO.: 


MUNICIPALITIES/LOCAL AUTHORITIES 


Municipalities 
Municipal Police 


Total 
OTHER PROVINCES 

Total! 
INTERNATIONAL 


Total 


OVERALL TOTAL 


CONTACTS 


142 


TABLE NO.: 11 TITLE: COMPLAINT FILE ASSIGNMENTS AND FILE CLOSINGS BY DIRECTORATE 
Directorates Legal Interview Investigations Dodo SoS ot Research Ree Ayelet Seen 
Services 
| 
| Legal *k* (1426) B37 283 89 23! 101 
Interview Services 337. (343) 100 168 48 18 
Investigations 283 100 (216) 30 66 1s, 
| 
Dy SoBe 89 168 30 (1220) 22 8 
Research 93 48 66 22 (172) 2a 
Riof\ olt!s Sie NOL. 18 15 8 24 (86) 
a ee ee oe Oe ee eee 
Assignment Totals 22S, 1014 710 15397 422 249 
Files Closed Totals 1723 518 446 1418 26 142 


* Directorate of Institutional and Special Services 
-*) Directorate of Rural, Agricultural and Municipal Services 


*** The figures in brackets represent the number of files worked on 
at the top of the column. 


solely by the Directorate shown 


ST 


TABLE NO.: 2 TITLE: OUTSIDE JURISDICTION COMPLAINTS BY REASONS 


Number of Percentage of 
REASONS Complaints Complaints 


Not a Governmental Organization 57 Le? 
Not Affected in Personal Capacity 20 Less than 1% 
Cabinet 60 16 fs 
Premature 23 re 
Judges/Court Bos 
Legal Advisor or Counsel to Crown Less than 
Private 

Municipal/Local ab sh 
Other Provinces/Countries Less than 1% 


Federal en! 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
COMPLAINT TOTAL 


TABLE NO.: 13 OUTSIDE JURISDICTION COMPLAINTS BY ORGANIZATION AND REASONS 


Not a Not Affected Legal Racieae 
Gavorumental in Personal be Counsell Other Provinces/ 

REASONS : Organization Capacity Cabinet Premature Judges/Court to Crown Private Municipal/Local Countries Federal 
GOVERNMENT OF ONTARIO 
Ministries/Agencies 
Agriculture and Food i 4 

Ontario Milk Marketing Board a7, 
Attorney General 3 8 9 23 3 8 

Criminal Injuries Compensation 7 

Board 

Land Compensation Board 3 

Ontario Municipal Board 5 25 
Colleges and Universities 14 iL i 
Community and Social Services 4 2 67 
Consumer and Commercial Relations 4 2 3 Ws} ul i 

Liquor Control Board 3 


Correctional Services 
Ontario Parole Board 


Culture and Recreation 


Ontario Lottery Corporation 


145 


TABLE NO.: 13 (i) : OUTSIDE JURISDICTION COMPLAINTS BY ORGANIZATION AND REASONS 


Legal Advisor 


Not a Not Affected Pr 
Governmental in Personal ounsel Other Provinces/ 

REASONS: Organization Cepacity Cabinee Premature Judges/Court to Crown Private Municipal/Local Countries Federal 
Education 3 1 3 5 
Energy 1 

Ontario Energy Board 1 

Ontario Hydro 1 4 
Environment 1 2 9 it 
Government Services 2 3 2 4 
Health 5 Pill i 2 
Housing 1 y i 

Ontario Housing Corporation 1 7 2 

Ontario Mortgage Corporation a 
Labour il 1 2 

Ontario Human Rights Commission i 1 4 

Ontario Labour Relations Board : 1 iL 

Workmen's Compensation Board SVAAL 2 
Natural Resources 3 i We 3 5 
Revenue 6 it 4 AUS) 
Solicitor General 3 1 

Ontario Police Commission 2 


Ontario Provincial Police 24 3 


146 


TABLE NO.: 13 


(ii) 


TITLE: 


REASONS: 


Transportation and 
Communications 


Treasury, Economics and 
Intergovernmental Affairs 


Total 
Ontario Government Other 


Management Board 

Civil Service Commission 

Public Service Grievance Board 

Office of the Assembly 

Commission on Election 
Contributions and Expenses 

Office of the Premier/ 
Cabinet Office 

Niagara Escarpment Commission 

Office of the Ombudsman 

Executive Council 


Total 


Government of Ontario Total 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION COMPLAINTS BY ORGANIZATION AND REASONS 


Not a 
Governmental 


Organization 


| nO | On 


Not Affected Legal Advisor 


in Personal or Counsel 


Capacity Cabinet Premature Judges/Court to Crown Private Municipal/Local 
4 Ap 3 
iL 2 11 
19 40 675 28 25 18 0 
iL 
3 1 
i 
1 
iL 
ait 
3 
1 . 
6 6 1 
19 46 681 28 25 19 0 


Other Provinces/ 


Countries 


S| 


Oo 


Federal 


Go | 


1es) 


=a 


INQUIRY LEVEL INVOLVEMENT IN 


TABLE NO.: 14 TITLE: OUTSIDE JURISDICTION COMPLAINTS 


PART A 


"OUTSIDE JURISDICTION" COMPLAINTS 


‘ Number 
Directorate Ole 
Assignments Contacts Complaints 
Informal 
Recommendations 6 8 4 
Inquiry/ 
Referrals 678 588 543 
Inquiries 268 240 180 
Total 952 836 VAG 
Other Actions 3040 0 25038 
Outside Jurisdiction 3230 


Complaint Total 


PART B 


JURISDICTIONAL COMPARISON 


Number 
Directorate of 
Assignments Contacts Complaints 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
Formal 
Recommendations 8 78 21 
Informal 
Recommendations 146 141 102 
‘Inquiries 1516 1363 1199 
Total 1740 1582 122 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
Informal 6 9 h 
Recommendations 
IWare walea// 
Referrals oie 2 543 
Inquiries 268 240 180 


Total 952 836 UT 


TABLE NO.: AVERAGE DURATION TO CLOSING BY MONTH AND BY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION 


Outside 
Jurisdiction 


Within 
Jurisdiction 
165 


Average 
(oe) 105 
— N 
2 umber 


1 of 


Duration 


July* Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. 
1976 LO7d 


= Within Jurisdiction Complaints me Outside Jurisdiction Complaints Lidreloy iy Uibblyy Ail, WS)7/G). 


TABLE NO.: FINAL ACTION ANALYSIS/ 


ASSISTANCE TO COMPLAINANTS 


ALL COMPLAINTS 


Number of 
Action Complaints 


Refuse to Investigate - me 
or Further Investigate 4 ssistance 
8 


Listen 34 7.5% 
Explain 249 
Advise AYE) 
Refer 2060 
Inquire/Refer 603 
Inquire 

Informal Recommendation Assistance 


Formal Recommendation 92.5% 


TOTAL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION COMPLAINTS 


Number of 


J Action Complaints 


Refuse to Investigate 
of Further Investigate 


Listen 
Explain 


Advise 


No 


37 Assistance 
240 | 15% 


87 
26 


Refer 


Inquire/Refer 
é Assistance 
Inquire 


Informal Recommendation 85% 


Formal Recommendation 


TOTAL 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION COMPLAINTS 


Number of 
Action Complaints 


No 
Listen 100} Assistance 


Explain 162 3% 
Advise 247 
Refer 


Ingquire/Refer Assistance 


JjgKeheeLig= 97% 


Informal Recommendation 
TOTAL 32330) 


Note: This Table does not show assistance for complaints 
where the jurisdiction was not determined. 


TABLE NO.: 17 FINAL ACTION/AVERAGE DURATION TO CLOSING 


**Average Number of Duration Days 
86 58 47 62 


*Final Action 

Refuse to Investigate 
Or Further Investigate 
Listen 

Explain 

Advise 

Refer 

Inquire/Refer 

Inquire 

Informal Recommendation 


Formal Recommendation 


FINAL 
ACTION *Re.-Inv. **Ref. *Inq./Ref. “Ind. © *Ing.Rec. *For.Rec. 


= 151 - 


TABLE NO.: 18 TITLE: COMPLAINT SETTLEMENT STATUS 


NUMBER OF CLOSED 


STATUS COMPLAINTS 
Resolved/Assisted ODM 
Resolved/Independent 360 
Total Resolved 1381 
Not Resolved Begs 
Total Complaints 5076 


REASONS (Not Resolved) 


Abandoned 114 
Withdrawn 153 
No Solution Identified 25 
Circumstances Changed 86 
Information Request 343 
Outside Jurisdiction 2987 


Refuse to Investigate 


or Further Investigate 37 


Total Not Resolved 3695 


TABLE NO.: IL WIUSEs COMPLAINT SETTLEMENT RESULT BY ORGANIZATION 


Assisted Independently 

GOVERNMENT OF ONTARIO Favour 

i ; Favour Governmental Favour 
Ministries/Agencies Complainant Organization Complainant 
Agriculture and Food z i 

Ontario Milk Marketing Board 2 
Attorney General 3 5 i, 

Criminal Injuries Compensation Board 2 

Ontario Municipal Board 3 al | 
Colleges and Universities 4 We, 9 

Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology 2 1 
Community and Social Services 23 13 16 


Consumer and Commercial Relations 
Liquor Control Board 


Correctional Services 
Ontario Parole Board 


Culture and Recreation 
Ontario Lottery Corporation 


Education 
Teacher's Superannuation Commission 


TABLE NO.: 19 (i) COMPLAINT SETTLEMENT 


Energy 
Ontario Energy Board 
Ontario Hydro 
Environment 


Government Services 


Health 

o) 

Va) Housing 

qt Ontario Housing Corporation 
Ontario Mortgage Corporation 

Industry and Tourism 

Labour 
Ontario Human Rights Commission 
Ontario Labour Relations Board 
Workmen's Compensation Board 


Natural Resources 


Revenue 


NOTE: Pep" andreates 
"Recommendation Denied" 


RESULT BY ORGANIZATI 


Favour 


Complainant 


ON 


Assisted 

Favour 
Governmental 
Organization 


Independently 


Favour 
Complainant 
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VARREONO. 19" (37 ua) ernices COMPLAINT SETTLEMENT RESULT BY ORGANIZATION 


Assisted Independently 
Favour 
Favour Governmental Favour 
Complainant Organization Complainant 
SOlicicomeGeneral: 1 
Ontario Police Commission 2 
Ontario Provincial Police 1 1 
Transportation and Communications US DD: ae 
Treasury, Economics and 
Intergovernmental Affairs 2 a 
Total 356 613 320 
Ontario Government Other 
Civil Service Commission il 
Niagara Escarpment Commission 1 
Total al 1 
Government of Ontario Total 357 614 320 
COURTS 


Total 4 2 


1S 


FEDERAL GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS/AGENCIES 


Health and Welfare 

Indian Affairs and Northern Development 
Manpower and Immigration 

National Parole Board 

Post Office 

Revenue Canada - Taxation 

Unemployment Insurance Commission 
Federal Government - Other 


Total 


PRIVATE 


Associations/Groups 
Children's Aid Society 
Hospitals - Private 

Lawyers - Clients 

Law Society of Upper Canada 
Other - Private 

Private Business 

Private Individual 
Universities 


Total 


TABLE NO.: 19 (iii) | TITLE: COMPLAINT SETTLEMENT RESULT BY ORGANIZATION 


Assisted 
Favour 
Favour Governmental 
Complainant Organization 


bt 
Mra ien 


Ni 


Independently 


Favour 
Complainant 


a) 


10 


PRR 
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TABLE NO.: 19(iv) TITLE: COMPLAINT SETTLEMENT RESULT BY ORGANIZATION 


Assisted Independently 
Favour 
Favour Governmental Favour 
Complainant Organization Complainant 
MUNICIPALITIES/LOCAL AUTHORITIES 
Municipalities if Jel 
Municipal Police 3 
Total 10 i 
OTHER PROVINCES 
Toxeall il 
INTERNATIONAL 
Total 1 
NO ORGANIZATION SPECIFIED 
Total i 
OVERALL TOTAL 407 *614 360 


cs NOTE: This Figure Includes 4 "Formal Recommendations" 
That Were Denied. 


lige, 


TABLE NO:: 


20 agape Se 
NUMBER OF 
COMPLAINT FILE 
OPENINGS/CLOSINGS 
OPENED 4989 
CLOSED 4463 


IN PROGRESS Zp 


JURISDICTION 


WITHIN 
OUTSIDE 
NOT DETERMINED 


FINAL ACTION 


LISTEN 

EXPLAIN 

ADVISE 

REFER 

INQUIRE/REFER 

INQUIRE 

INFORMAL RECOMMENDATION 

FORMAL RECOMMENDATION 

REFUSE TO INVESTIGATE 
OR FURTHER INVESTIGATE 


5076 


COMPLAINT DISPOSITION SUMMARY 
SETTLEMENT 
STATUS: 
RESOLVED/ASSISTED 
RESOLVED/ INDEPENDENT 
TOTAL RESOLVED 
FINDINGS: 
SUPPORTED 
NOT SUPPORTED 
NOT RESOLVED: 
NUMBER OF 
COMPLAINTS Ren ones 
ABANDONED 
or WITHDRAWN 
19 NO SOLUTION IDENTIFIED 
5076 CIRCUMSTANCES CHANGED 
INFORMATION REQUEST 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
348 REFUSE TO INVESTIGATE 
249 OR FURTHER INVESTIGATE 
le RESULTS: (ONLY RESOLVED COMPLAINTS) 
603 FAVOUR COMPLAINANT 
Lays) FAVOUR "GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION" 
106 RECOMMENDATION DENIED 
Zul: : 
Shil 


NUMBER OF 
COMPLAINTS 


PO2L 
360 
Sa 


238 
610 


3695 


114 
iL Ds! 
2S: 
86 
343 
29M 


3h7/ 


TABLE NO.: ell DEFINITION OF TERMS 


GENERAL 
"ASSIGNMENT" 
The allocation of a complainant's file toa 
Directorate. 
VeEONTAC TE 
A communication between the Ombudsman's staff and 
staff of the organization complained against which is 


instrumental in promoting either the resolution of a complaint 


or other forms of assistance such as a referral. 
"DURATION" 

The number of calendar days from the date the 
complaint is received to the date on which the complaint file 


Ss Closed: 


‘COMPLAINT DISPOSITION 


SDURRS Deh nONt 

A determination of whether the Ombudsman is 
empowered to investigate a complaint. The jurisdictional 
determination is based on an evaluation of the complaint 
im thew context, Of Ehe provisions OL the, OmbudsmaneAci, Lo 75), 
in particular, Section 15(1) which requires that a complaint 
be directed against a "governmental organization" as 
defined an Sectron Wa) of the Ace. Othermsectaons vor sehe 
Act specifically limit the Ombudsman's jurisdiction to 
investigate complaints. These other reasons are listed in 


this chapter under the heading "JURISDICTION". 


Ste te a 


TABLE NO.: 21 (3) mime: DEFINITION OF TERMS 


"FINAL ACTION" 


The extent of the action taken on a complaint as 
determined at the time of the closing Of a file. The final 
action possibilities are: 

"Listen" 

[Explain 

"Advise" 

"Refer" 

"Inquire/Refer" 

SM iieke (biaaatey™ 

"Informal Recommendation" 
"Formal Recommendation" 


"Refuse to Investigate or 
Further Investigate" 


SLeSTEN |! 

The extent of the action taken when a complaint is 
received and no further action is possible, such as when a 
complaint is abandoned or withdrawn. 
YEXPLAEN" 

The extent of the action taken when a complainant is 
offered an explanation of his or her circumstances. 
EADVaES Ee 

The extent of the action taken when a complainant is 
offered general advice concerning his or her problem. 
BREF Rae 

The extent of the action taken when the complainant 
is directed to a specific organization. 
"INQUIRE/REFER" 

The extent of the action taken when the complainant 
is directed to a specific organization as the result of 
contacts between the Ombudsman's staff and the staff of the 


Organization to which the referral is made. 


TABLE NO.: 22(34:) DEFINITION OF TERMS 


“INQUIRE” 

The extent of the action taken when contacts are 
made on behalf of the complainant, but there is not a 
referral nor a formal or informal recommendation. All 
inguiries include either advice or an explanation, 

"INFORMAL RECOMMENDATION" 

The extent of the action taken when an inquiry 
results in a suggested course of action for resolving the 
problem. An "Informal Recommendation" may involve organ- 
izations which are not “governmental organizations" within 
the meaning of The Ombudsman Act, 1975. 

"PORMAL RECOMMENDATION" 

The extent of the action taken when, pursuant to 
Section 22(3) of The SnEaa ake Act, 1975, an investigation 
results in a recommendation to a “governmental organization". 
"REFUSE TO INVESTIGATE OR FURTHER INVESTIGATE" 

The extent of the action taken when the Ombudsman 
decides not to investigate or further investigate a complaint. 
This action category applies only to complaints within the 
jurisdiction of the Ombudsman. 

"SETTLEMENT" 

A set of determinations which describe the final- 
ization of a complaint in terms of the following considerations: 

(i) Was the complaint resolved? 

(ii) For those complaints that were resolved: 

(a) Was the complaint resolved as a result 
of the Ombudsman's assistance or was the 
complaint independently resolved? 

(b) Was there a finding that the complaint 


was supported or not supported? 


TABLE NO.: DEFINITION OF TERMS 


(c) Was the complaint resolved in favour of 
the complainant or was the complaint 
resolved in favour of the "governmental 
Organization"? 

‘SETTLEMENT STATUS" 

A determination of whether a complaint was resolved. 
"FINDING" 

A decision by the Ombudsman that the complainant's 
contentions were founded or unfounded. The former are 
designated as "Supported" complaints, and the latter are 
designated as "Not Supported" complaints. 

"RESOLVED COMPLAINT" 

A complaint which culminates in a settlement result 
which favours either the complainant or the organization 
complained against. All resolved complaints include deter- 
mination of whether the complaint was resolved with the 
assistance of the Ombudsman or independently. 

"NOT RESOLVED COMPLAINT" 

A complaint which does not culminate in a settlement 
result for one of the following reasons: 

(a) The complaint was abandoned. 

(b) The complaint was withdrawn. 

(eC) PAnwappropreilate solution couldunot, beraidentatiede 

(id). The relevant circumstances changed in the 

course of an investigation. 

(e) The complaint constituted a request for 

information. 

(£f) The complaint was outside the jurisdiction 

of the Ombudsman. 

(g) The Ombudsman refused to investigate or 


further investigate. 


TABLE NO.: PAL (aly) DEFINITION OF TERMS 


SUS SMC aE Ve. iua,Siupepp y 


A determination of whether the complaint was 
resolved in favour of the complainant or the "governmental 
organization" complained against or a recommendation was 


Genied by a "governmental organization". 


-CHAPTER 
FOUR 


CAPSULE CASE SUMMARIES 


10 


11 


2 


ss 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 
application for Beef Galt Income 
stan. lezataons Program lost - unable to 


participate 


unjust dismissal 


information request - reimbursement for barn 
Hbuaidingscosts 


wanted compensation for 
infected bees and equipment 
Summary #1 


destruction, of 
(See Detailed 


refusal of farm credit 


enrolment form 


non-acceptance of late FOr LO 
Ontario Beef Calf Income Stabilization 
Program 
QUTSIDE JURISDICTION 

denied promotion because of sex 
discrimination 
job position improperly filled 
request assistance switching back to Farm 
Tax Reduction Program 
financial claim for failure of seeding 
process 


reguest for increased quota denied 
HITHIN JURISDICTION 
milk price change - decision unfair 


Calculation of butterfat 


es incor. ect. = 
how to lodge appeal under Act 


hoa 


I 


a ME 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in | ; 
favour governmental organization 


abandoned 


inguiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


abandoned 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in | ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental otganization 


NO. 


14 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


Le 


PAS 


24 


25) 


26 


Zit 


28 


fae) 


30 


=| 


refund sought for 


shipments 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


over-quota levies on milk 


milk quota reductions 


milk quota cut 15% - no explanation given 


Bed Poeneer as to sell milk quota under terms 
fe) 


oard regulation 


milk 
compensa 


dissatisfaction with quota 


uota 


reduced. 
ion for milk shipments 


reduction of milk quota 


unfair decision of board to cease marketing 
miik in cans 


reduction 


reduction 


reduction 


reduction 


reducticn 


reduction 


reduction 


reducticn 


reduction 


reduction 


in 


of 


of 


of 


of 


of 


of 


of 


of 


of 


industrial milk quota 


milk 


milk 


milk 


milk 


milk 


milk 


milk 


nok 


milk 


quota 


quota 


quota 


quota 


quota 


quota 


quota 


quota 


quota 


inadequate 


RESULT 


explanation given 


referred 
referred 


referred 
referred 


referred 
referred 


referred 


= 164 = 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


32 


53 


34 


Bo 


Su) 


3:0 


4 


41 


42 


43 


4 4 


45 


MENTS AY OF 
ATTORNEY GE 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


refusal to recognize . part time repeat cis 
Ss 


for the urpose of pension benefi (See 
Detailed Summary #6) 

interim distribution of estate managed b 
pupil C trustee delayed (See Detaile 


Summary #3) 


assistance requested in 


ce. : obtaining document 
from Official Guardian 


information request - | standard method of 
appeal Pas) investigate amount of 
compensation claimed by public trustee in 
administration of estate 
mentally and emotionally unstable former 
employee's varied complaints 

assistance requested in obtaining 
compensation 
public trustee uncooperative 


assistance requested in obtaining coroners 
Se pOr Er 
public trustee refused to release estate 


lack of independent legal representation 
remuneration not granted for training staff 
incompetence of public trustee 


haneliiG OL, —alcartrs Dy public trustee 
peenited in substantial financial losses 


overdus wages 


SiLeunat.on request — 
PuvaLe —LusStec = 
accounting, Spending money 


husband's estate with 
old age pension, 


= hese te 


RESULT 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


in . . 
organization 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


referred 


assisted resolution 


eget 
favour governmental organization 


referred 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 
withdrawn 


withdrawn 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


47 


48 


49 


50 


51 


52 


53 


54 


55 


57 


58 


se) 


60 


o1 


oe 


OUTSIDE JORISDICTION 


Felt, thats local. Crown jAttorney was 
unreasonable in dealing with case 


charges against complainant dismissed, 
charges against others not properly lai 


concerned that Crown Attorney might decide 
LOR +o withdraw charge laid mistakenly by 
wife 


Ee ee law needs more teeth to protect 
families 


reply to letter not yet received 


information request - recovery of fine faid 
by mistake 


sa ee eel request - Public Inquiries Act, 


judicial system biased in favour of 
government 


experienced difficulty in retrieving deposit 
rom scholarship foundation which had been 
Meaoe 


ed over to public trustee 


c+ has 


Crown attorney purposely postponing pes sag 
up charges until present sentence serve 


child care worker wrongly suspended with pay 
mishandling of case by Crown Attorney 
charge withdrawn by Crown Attorney 


G2 SsSatistied with conduct of Justice of the 
Peace 


received verbal abuse from Crown Attorney 


wanted several outstanding charges to be 
DEOUghtetOrcoOwr. 


- 166 - 
RESULT 
referred 
referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 
referred 
referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 
referred 
referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


63 


64 


65 


66 


67 


68 


69 


70 


1A) 


We 


es 


74 


ifs) 


76 


77 


Ue) 


Crown Attorney intending to ask court. to 
impose | jail term for second impaired 
driving charge 

actions of Crown Attorney caused loss of 
national parole 

improperly enclosed rifle confiscated 
unfairly charged with arson - insurance 
cancelled 

nO indication 


“Ey judgement paid (See 


Detailed Summary #2 


Crown Attorney making stolen 


s D recovery of 
aucOnMOpL les Gi fricult 


Crown Attorney had_ not enforced court order 
and misrepresented value of property 


remanaed twice and trial unfair 


wished compensation for false arrest 


objected £0 vilegal \ arrest with 
sychological terror inflicted and 
interrogation by CIA agents 
being victimized since charges were laid 


concerning an incident over three years old 


Crown Attorney refused to lay charges 
against London Police 

Management of mother's affairs by public 
trustee 


wanted return of funds from scholarship fund 
administered by public trustee's office 


SOE ks ae chang2s in Landlord and Tenants 
c 


lack of legislation to enforce maintenance 


payments 


- 167 - 


RESULT 


advice given 


referred 


inguiry made 


referred 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


inguiry made 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


We 


80 


81 


82 


83 


84 


85 


86 


37 


88 


89 


90 


oF 


SP 


23 


94 


M ae OF ie 


INTIS 
TTORNEY GEN 


legislation does not exist to chan 
name to that of real mother 
common-law father's desertion 


e baby's 
ollowing 


settlement of estate by public trustee 


Crown Attorney refused to hear 


charge 
against polies officer 


decision of Crown Attorney to proceed by wa 
of indictment to prevent possibility o 
appeal by trial de novo 


decision of Crown Attorney to proceed by wa 
of indictment to preveht possibility o 
appeal by trial de novo 


failure to deal with individual breaking 
bond to keep the peace 

considerable difficulties working with 
sheriff 


refusal to transfer charges from Thunder Bay 
TLOSTOLOnLSG 


assets of aunt's estate handled by public 
trustee 
Crown Attorney did not drop other charges as 


was expected 


Crown Attorney's handling 


dissatisfied with 
him 


of chatg] againse 


dissatisfied with reasons given for the 


refusal to allow an appeal 


Crown Attorney unfairly delayed trial 


Crown Attorney refused to prosecute in good 
faith, refused to appeal judge's decision 


delay ain having charge brought before the 
CouLe 

no consideration given to statements by 
appraiser re amount offered for 


2xpropriation 


loom 


RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


listened 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


Sy) 
96 
97 


98 


one) 


190 


101 


102 


103 
104 


105 


106 


107 


CR is 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


claim for compensation denied 


claim for compensation denied 


inadequate compensation awarded 


claim dismissed - no reimbursement for legal 
expenses 


loss of eye after beating and robbery 


denial of compensation for broken eye 
glasses 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


information request - how to file for 
hearing 


unspecified problem 


information request = compensation “for 
injuries 

information request - legal eligibility for 
compensation 


delay in receiving results of investigation 


treated unfairly - board wanted more medical 
tests performe 


criminal. .anjuries compensation re head 
injuries 


= L093 = 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 
abandoned 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in. ? 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry made/referred 


inguiry made 


inquiry mnade/refarred 


abandoned 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


advice given 


NO. 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


108 delay in setting of date for compensation in 
expropriation case 


109 refused to accept decision of board 


110 not satisfied with board decision 


Sahih Hersh tents 


111 board's decision delayed 
112 land severance decision delayed 


113 no notice given of reasons for decision 


114 dissatisfied with compensation for 
expropriation 
AES) inadequate remuneration fo land 


bs 
expropriation (See Detailed Summary #5) 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


116 land severance denied 


117 consideration of zoning by-law by board 


118 impossibility of reconsidering Cabinet 
decision 


119 unfavourable board decision 


120 decision delayed on application £0 
severance 


121 rejection of application nade for 
subdivision of land 


122 newspaper clippings ruled inadmissable 


- 170 - 
RESULT 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry nade/referred 


inquiry made 
independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in | f 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in . ; 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made/referred 
advice given 


explanation given 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 
inquiry made/referred 


explanation given 


NO. 


123 


d23 


27 


128 


V2 


a30 


$34 


132 


133 


134 


135 


136 


eS), 


138 


yieie) 


140 


ONTARIO MUNICIPAL BOARD 
turned down application to sever though 
Committee of 4 adjustment approved it ; 


following unsuccessful appeal to OMB, went 
to Cabinet and was unsuccessful 


decision Tors uphold Bulan regardin 
development of Niagara aaa ot : a9 


land severance denied 

land severance denied 

land severance denied 

appeal denied - limitation period expired 
land severance denied 

denial of minor variance in by-law 

land severance denied 

dissatisfied with residential zoning 

land severance denied 

request for costs to be awarded for hearing 


rezoning change from green bert to. Laight 
industrial 


property re-zoned and taken away without 
renumeration 


t s attempted PoE ena of one blocked by 
( 


own' = 
OMB (See Detailed Summary 


land severance denied 


possible construction of sanitary sewers 


- 171 - 
RESULT 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


NO. 


141 


142 


143 


144 


145 


ONTARIO Cc 
conflict of interest on part of board member 
in severance dispute 
dissatisfied with dismissal of two appeals 
land severance denied 


eee eo ©f alteration of direction of 
roa 


decision based on attempt to appease 
municipality 


IPL 
RESULT 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


146 


148 
149 
150 


151 


bays 


URE 


154 


156 


137 
158 
Vek 
160 
161 


162 


ISTRY OF 


MIN 
COLLEGES & UNIVERSIT 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


IES 


financial collection agency overzealous in 
collection of Ontario student loan (See 
Detailed Summary #12) 
podiatry students not eligible for rants 
(See Detailed Summary #7) : : 
required to Beeay seas Portion sor student 
award (See Detailed Summary #10) 

inadequate S25 la tet On . OL reasons for 
recovery of student award overpayment 

Se ede ee student assistance and appeal 
rejection (See Detailed Summary #11). 
had not received reply to letter 

contract of apprenticeship cancelled for 


fes 


non-payment of certification fe 


tudent loan repayment too high 


unfair treatment regarding salary rating 


student award denied - late application 
eee seat sou rejected - sought reimbursement 
or travel 2xpenses 


teclassification of position unj 


student award delayed 


ineligible for student loan 


award criteria for independ 


unfair 


ust 


ent 


student 


information re repayment of overpayments 


student loan decreased 


= se 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


= 3) 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


abandoned 
referred 


assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


MINISTRY OF 
COLLEGES & UNIVERSITIES 


NO. 


163 student award denied 


164 student loan reassessed - ownership of car 
(See Detailed Summary #8) : 


165 wanted to obtain school record 


166 wanted to deal with OSAP officials directly 
re daughter's loan 


167 denied financial assistance under OSAP 


16905 eee of accumulated sick days under 


cat 

different plan (See Detailed Summary #9) 
169 inadequate student loan assistance 

170 ineligibility to receive 0.S.A.P. benefits 


171 delay in receiving mechanic's licence 


172 delay in processing student awards 
application 


173°) anformacion request - hiring policies 
discriminated against landed immigrants 


174 information request = courses on repairs of 
air conditioning units and micro wave ovens 


175 delay in being assigned to trade school 


176 had _ been asked to 
entitlement under OSAP 


repay excess OL 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


OER yal tisfied with reduction of amount from 


issa 

OSAP 

178 gana peer refused student loan - income too 
1g 


179 denied admission as second year student 


BS Alyeh 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 

assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 
assisted resolution in 

favour complainant 

abandoned 

withdrawn 

independently resolved in 
favour complainant 
independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


listened 
inquiry made/referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


referred 
referred 


referred 


MINISTRY OF 
COLLEGES & UNIVERSITIES 


NO. 

180 grant portion of award reduced - complainant 
Operates a car 

181 initial assessment of student loan incorrect 
= COMputer error 

Nee mR oee ten “Re ter 3 peat aa eae 

183 student loan repayment 

184 student award inadequate 

185 student award denied 

186 student award delayed - administrative error 

187 delaying tactics used - litigation 

188 unjust job termination - budgetary restraint 

189 student award - low assessment 

190 student award - insufficient 

191 student award - insufficient 

192 student award denied - over 24 years old 


COLLEGES OF “APPLIED ARTS 
& TECHNOLOGY 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


193 denied hearing before Board of Governors Tre 
unjust dismissal (See Detailed Summary #13) 


194 use of part-time and full-time teachers’ 
an bitrary 
ES) grievance alleging improper dismissal 


rejected 


= Lo = 
RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inguiry made 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


listened 


referred 


referred 


referred 


withdrawn 


advice given 


assisted resolution in | : 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


COLLEGES OF APPLIED ARTS | 
& TECHNOLOGY Dee 


NO. RESULT 


196 misleading promises by pany college withdrawn 
administration led to loss of rental income 


NO. 


197 


198 
199 


200 


202 


OS} 


204 


205 


206 


207 


208 


avg 


210 


lack_of proper 


ecclascitication 


MINISTRY OF 
COMMUNITY & SOCIAL SERVICES 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


famil benefits = application as a 
pe riete nt hy unemployable nogson denied 


agreement to establish a day nursery 


disability pension inadequate 


failure +o notify complainant that semi- 
rivate care not covered by welfare 
enefits 


facilities to train retarded 
children 


family benefits denied 


and mileage incorporation 


Ln Salary 


refusal to renew licence to operate home for 


emotionally disturbed children 


Overpayment of benefits (See Detailed 
Summary #16) 

delay in appeal decision re vocational 
assistance 


delay in obtaining date for hearing 


iitertaemoms Tequest — financial aid for 
foster children 
departmental memorandum an attempt to 


dissuade staff from.contacting Ombudsman 


delayed disability pension cheque 


benefits denied - no breakdown of 


immigration sponsorship 


212 disability benefits inadequate - $250 /month 


ee GT 
RESULT 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


Withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


abandoned 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


MINISTRY OF 
COMMUNITY & SOCIAL SERVICES 


“1737 — 
NO. RESULT 
213 pension benefits withheld independently resolved in 
favour complainant 
214 disability pension cheques delayed independent iy resolved in 
favour complainant 


215 expense to renovate home to accommodate withdrawn 
mentally retarded patients - placements 
never made 


216 information request - transfer of family referred 
benefits to Newfoundland 


217 benefits. not increased despite hike in costs assisted resolution in 
of running house favour complainant 


218 information request, - financial assistance referred 
and job opportunities 


219 PER te assistance for people between referred 


220 1 disability pension due to receipt of abandoned 


Oss Of 
Old Age Pension 


221 denied financial assistance assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


Baie funding . for students with learning assisted resolution in 
disabilities at special schools favour complainant 
223 GAINS Benefits reduced explanation given 


224 duplicate authorizaticn incorrectly issued assisted resolution in. : 
for food voucher favour governmental organization 


225 family benefits denied assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


226 mother's allowance inadequate - two children assisted resolution in. } 
- $355/month favour governmental organization 


227 denied financial support for child with independently resolved in 
learning disability favour complainant 


228 information request re financial assistance referred 


229 benefit cheque delayed independently, resolved in 
favour complainant 


230 


ee 


Poe ee) 


234 


Zoo 


MINISTRY OF 
COMMUNITY & SOCIAL SERVICES 


unable to obtain review board hearing 


for over-payment 


no explanation See 
lations made by Ministry 


mistake or calcu 


GAINS benefits een ae - ho explanation (See 


Detailed Summary #20) 


Sore in obtaining famil benefits 
cheques (See Detailed Summary #21) 

request DOE information regarding 
application 
wished reclassification from hee pan eee 
unemployable tec permanently disabled 


236 needed added compensation for transportation 


Zod 


238 


2289 


240 


241 


242 


243 


244 


expenses 


family benefits - deduction still being made 


from chegue for over-payment; 


(See Detailed 
Summary #14) 


refusal to grant disability benefits 


tAmuLyes Denetits — had> to. pay over~payment 
(See Detailed Summary #19) 
family benefits - had to pay over-payment 
(See Detailed Summary #17) 
refused disability allowance and time for 
appeal expired 
Crown weaceshaip = parents rights not 
guaranteed 
family benefits - father of one child cannot 


receive’ as’ he’ is not a "mother" 


benefits inadequate - unable to pay fuel 
i. 


pink | 


245 information request - eligibility for family 


benefits 


ree MAGS 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


explanation given 


assisted resolution 


oleg 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


referred 


NO. 


246 


247 


248 


249 


250 


22) 


202 


253 


254 


205 


256 


ome | 


258 


299 


260 


204 


plo ys 


263 


te] 


COMMUNIT SERVICES 


requested change from 


2 permanently 
unemployable to disabled 


os A benefits - Oover-payment return 
e 


deman 
information request - family benefits 


delay in . decision for 


financial assistance 


on application 


failure to pay fuel allowance 

ce benefits denied 

family benefits denied 

review 


information request - outcome of 


board hearing 


family benefits denied 


information request - financial aid for wife 
denied family benefits and) disapilizy 
pension 


information request - application for family 
benefits 


benefits denied to woman with cancer 


loss of insurance money due to receipt of 


disability benefits 


information reque possibility of 


stay 
reunion with mde peccd children 
compensation wanted for travel cost 


information 


reguested - how to get new 
brace and how 


a 
ompay Lornevisits: tosdoctor 
reduction of 


to supplementary 


information request - 
disability pension due 
income 


=~ 13805— 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in |. ; 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


inde i 


Senden Pye ea ae 
favolir complai 


Nant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


independently resolved 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


referred 


assisted resolution Jin 7% 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made/referred 
assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


inquiry made/referred 
independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


NO. 


264 


265 


266 


267 


268 


rae 


202 


23 


274 


276 


20) 


208 


MINISTRY OF 
COMMUNITY & SOCIAL SERVICES 


day care centre closed due to 


ina oa. 1 cy eo 
meet health and fire standards ! 


family benefits denied - onus 


: for support 
payments on putative father 


denied vocational rehabilitation service - 


wanted to see testing file 


information request - financial assistance 
for self and family required 


information request - locating adopted child 


insutticvent funds to meet 


U budgetary 
requirements 


error concerning cheques 


- help in clearing 
reputation 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


no commitment received as_to date of eed 
because Chairman needed to be appointe 
(See Detailed Summary #18) 


application for disability pension rejected 
family benefits - incorrect classification 


should be more financial assistance to 


people with problems 
family benefits denied 


dissatisfied with decision to, cancel General 
weifare Assistance benefits due to 
undeclared liquid assets 


felt allowance was insufficient to make 


cesspool repairs 


family benefits - drug privileges refused 


mi Ae 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in. p 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inguiry made/referred 


advice given 


advice given 


advice given 


referred 


NO. 


213 


280 


281 


202 


283 


284 


203 


286 


288 


2o9 


29 1 


Pa Wr 


29:3 


294 


295 


296 


MINISTRY OF 
COMMUNITY & SOCIAL SERVICES 


delay in hearing re placement in gov't 
school 


not eligible for allowance as disabled or 
permanently unemployable person 


feels his allowance is insufficient 


delay in hearing from rehabilitation branch 
- acceptance to school 


family benefits insufficient 


refusal to issue unconditional day care 
licence 


application for disability pension denied 
GAINS benefits insufficient 
vocational rehabilitation application denied 


insufficient financial support for care of 
mongoloid 


cancelled allowance and benefits because 
income exceeded budgetary needs 


termination of disability pension benefits 


family benefits denied before appeal to 
review boar 


family benefits - request for assistance in 
raising 


family benefits insufficient 


family benefits insufficient - special diet 
required 


penefits denied 


family benefits insufficient 


=< 62) — 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry mad¢/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


circumstances changed 


referred 


NO. 


207 


298 


Bo 


300 


301 


302 


303 


304 


305 


306 


30 


308 


309 


350 


an 


32 


See 


314 


MINISTRY OF 
COMMUNITY & SOCIAL SERVICES 


family benefits denied - had interest in 
property 


home wanted that would accept tie j 
in-dwelling catheter pe patient with 


unable to obtain benefits 


denied reclassification as permanently 
unemployable 


policy, that spouses may not work in same 
area is discriminatory 


refused funding for school for those with 
learning disabilities 


PRE REE classified as permanently 
unemployable 


family benefits inadequate 
request for reclassification denied 


dehpta cu es 2 We Obtatnings full disability 
pension 


family benefits denied 

family benefits cancelled - no explanation 
GAINS supplement insufficient 

family benefits insufficient 

family benefits denied 


request £OEre. Sreclassi fication from 
unemployable to disabled denied 


family benefits insufficient 


wanted to be reclassified 


Sale Sa 
RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


withdrawn 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


explanation given 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


ees 


317 


318 


319 


320 


321 


S22 


324 


325 


326 


B20. 


S20 


329 


330 


as 2 


MINISTRY OF 


COMMU & SERVIC 
ela benefits - wanted increase and to 
qualify for pension 
classification as disabled person and 


applicable pension unacceptable 
equality of treatment of husbands and wives 
legislation concerning babysitters 


hardship. imposed by Ontario Homemakers and 
Nurses Services Ac 


family benefits denied 

telease of funds held in trust 
family benefits denied 

assistance in obtaining a drug card 


family benefits based on inaccurate medical 
information 


application for vocational rehabilitation 
grant denied 


family benefits denied 


father denied benefits = sexual 
discrimination 


eligibitity for banefits 
wished to apply for benefits 


eget refused for child with learning 
disabiisty 


inadequate benefits 


application for total disability pension 
reje 


- 184 - 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


listened 


referred 


referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


RENTSTRY OF 
COMMUNITY & 


SOCIAL SERVICES 
NO. 


333) famaly,-benefits insufficient ifor...working 


mothers requiring babysitting services 
334 family benefits denied 
335 family benefits inadequate - $195.95/month 
336 delay in hearing from review ere 
337 family benefits denied 
338 GAINS benefits insufficient 
M29 ei gibi iity for disability benefits 
340 senior citizen 


apathy towards 


group 


self-help 


341 family benefits denied 


eu2 cost of living increase 


343 family benefits denied 


JURISDICTION NOT DETERMINED 


344 unspecified problem 


345 delay .in resporse to question tegarding an 
individual with a learning disability 
346 information request - processing of family 
benefits cheques 
HURONIA REGIONAL CENTRE 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
347 inadequate communication between staff and 


unavailable on 


t - taff members 
parents s parents oF 


weekends for consultation with 
residents (See Detailed Summary # 


- 185 - 
RESULT 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


abandoned 


explanation given 


explanation given 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


COMMUNITY & SOCIAL SERVICES Sl oGee 
NO. RESULT 


348 improper treatment and he char ge a eee assisted resolution in 
in decreased mobility and impaired physica favour complainant 
health (See Detailed Summary #15) 


PRINCE EDWARD HEIGHTS 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


349 assistance in obtaining discharge from assisted resolution 
facility. favour governmental Sol ang ereae 


MINISTRY OF 
CONSUMER & COMMERCIAL RELATIONS 


NO. 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


350 Soe ieee =O take ‘introduction to _Real 
Estate Program" in order to regain broker's 


licence 


351 unfair legislation in Consumer Reporting Act 
permits _ credit. _bureaus to retain 
information re indebtedness as long as 
seven se without pea information 
(See Detailed Summary #25) 


SoZ euelay ss in notification Of va judgment 
requiring _payment to the motor vehicle 
accident claims fund 

353 denied hearing by Building Code Commission 

354 refusal by Ontario Securities Commission to 
order release of shares held in escrow 

355 unnecessary delay an dealing with 
complainant against Ontario Lottery 
CoLporartzon 

356 dissatisfaction with investigation conducted 
by Superintendent of Insurance 

357 incomplete investigation re unnecessary 
autcmibile repairs 

358 inadequate inquiry into ambiguous invoices 

359 granted temporary Motor Vehicle Salesman's 
Licence with restrictions 

360 delay in approving company name 

Bode ce tay an Lesuinge birth’ certificate 

362 incomplete investigation by Superintendent 
Seu ounance 

203) sdissatistisd withy bandbing OLePingurry 
regarding insurance company 

364 unable to give assistance regarding lawyer- 


client dispute 


=o 7 = 


RESULT 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


asSisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


nee ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in | 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


365 


366 


367 


368 


369 


370 


rye 


Bee 


373 


374 


eS) 


376 


370i 


373 


Sle, 


3380 


MINISTRY OF 
CONSUMER & COMMERCIAL RELATIONS 


refused birth certificate without proof of 
DLibth 

refusal to Beas, accident benefits and 
inadequate investigation 


rent review administrative error 


difficulty 


in arrangin 
date 2 


convenient hearing 


no serious consideration given to complaint 


lack of publicity re Personal Property 
Security Act 


Business Practices, Division not fully 
investigating problem with automobile 
dealer 
tenants not notified of rent review hearing 
B38) rent increased (See Detailed Summary 
information request about hiring policies 
respecting relatives 
rent increases disallowed (See Detailed 
Summary #23) 
jeath benefits payable upon death of son 


inadequate 


refused authorization to solemnize marriages 
(See Detailed Summary #22) 


mistaken identit caused problems in 
securing clear title to house 
Superintendent of, Insurance performed 
unfavourable investigation into reasons for 
lack “of disabrili cy coverage under new 
insurance policy 
inquiry regarding rent review 
delay .in registering of land - survey 


possible 


- 188 - 
RESULT 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inguiry made 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in : 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


NO. 

383) ey denied due to error by Rent Review 
oard 

382 registration of son's hyphenated surname 
(Se Detailed Summary #26} 

383 evidence not considered b rent review 
officer and Rent Review Boar 

384 gD ee of requiring age of majority 
Car 

Sites) oor investigation into mismanagement and 
ad faith on part of trust company 

So5Gn Ssnould, not “allow a certain company ~to 
operate 

key inadequate investigation by Consumer 
Protectron Bureau 

388 unfair hearing under Boundaries Act 

389 rent review dispute 

390 unnecessary delay in investigation of 
complaint 

391 Business Practices Division declined to 
investigate complaint against real estate 
agent and a fraudulent contract 

392 rent increase contrary to rent review policy 

OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 

393 complaint against a real estate broker 

394 lowere’i drinking age dangerous to teenagers 

395 Residential Premises Rent Review Act 
destroyed investment value of apartment 
buildings 

396 peruse) tone Oba © O.P.P. private 
Movestigator’= licence 


MINISTRY OF 
CONSUMER & COMMERCIAL RELATIONS 


RESULT 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


fe he yc 


in 


pli Pe : 
organization 


Ue , 
organization 


sige : : 
organization 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 


favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 


favour governmental 


abandoned 


referred 


referred 


in 
organization 


she oes 
organization 


in ; 
organization 


in : ; 
organization 


sigt ae : 
organization 


inguiry madée/referred 


NO. 


Blears 


398 


3993 


400 


40 1 


402 


403 


4O5 


406 


407 


409 


410 


412 


MINISTRY OF 
CONSUMER & COMMERCIAL RELATIONS 


Sc a 


refusal to issue marriage licence due to 


non-validity of Argentinian divorce 
rent reviscw case 


rejection of offer 


to settle accident clain 
Gut-OL-Ccoure ; 


dispute over location of side road 


long adjournment of rent review case 


landlord's problems with Rent Review Act and 
cost revenue statement 


dissatisfied with rent increase 


vehicle public liabili y 
° 


third party motor mela 
pau be raised from present mininum 
e 


Ops 


dissatisfied with the consumer protection 


system 
no governmental supervision of tractor sales 


uninsured accident fund fee increases are 


excessive 


unintelligible legal jargon in contracts and 
legislation 


ought to 


_ be portable 
legislation 


from tO, sO, must be 


private. pense cls aete 
ie 
altere 


inadequate investigation into rust-proofing 


probien 

had net received settiement Erom, MoLor 
Vehicle Accident Claims fund 

inguiry regarding jurisdiction over safe 
usage Of propane gaS and burners 

rent increase justification 


rte He HO 
RESULT 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


inquiry made/referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


inguiry made 


referred 


MINISTRY OF 
CONSUMER & COMMERCIAL RELATIONS 


NO. 


414 information request - rent increase 


415 improper investigation by Consumer 
Protection Bureau , 


4160 not notified of rent review appeal hearing 
JURISDICTION NOT DETERMINED 


417 assistance re 
reimbursement, fo 
boundary hearing 


quested a Th gaining 
sa costs incurred in 


LIQUOR CONTROL BOARD 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 
418 denied full time position 
419 application for permanent position denied 


420 increase in fees for "special occasion" 
liguor permits 


OUTSIDE JURISD ON 
421 unjust termination of employment 
422 restriction of liquor licence privileges 


423 not informed of application for licence at 
establishment near home 


_LIOUOR LICENCE BOARD 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


HU unfair licensing restrictions 


425 required to pay increase on liquor licence - 
ap Tication submitted before new Act came 
into effect 


426 information request re excessive sale of 
alcohol 


ee JN 
RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry made/referred 
advice given 


inguiry nade/referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry made 


MINISTRY (OF 
CORRECTIONAL SERVICES 


NO. 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


427 employment transfer resulted in $200 
financial loss 


428 assistance requested to enable eo 
establishment in group home 


429 medical treatment assistance requested in 
obtaining ge hee ald in order to proceed 
with legal action against Ministry for poor 
medical assistance 


430 application Of Pay = and Policy Manual 
arbitrary and discriminatory 


431 verbal contract for teaching services not 
honoured 


K32 netized -cecently ‘but; ‘should quality for 
retroactive pay 


433 pot ne ta rent Of grlostsstatutory 9 remission 
ime 


434 incorrect employment Classification 
resulting in loss of wages 


435 delay in superannuation payments 
436 delay in receiving pay raises 


437 wanted spouse not to be moved from jail 
because of lack of transportation 


438 forced. resignation due to racial 
G2 SCri1 mination 
439 information request - how to obtain a 


+ransfer closer to home 


44O loss of permanent teaching status and 
resultant dismissal due to misleading 
Ministry advice 


441 concerned about laxity of discipline and the 
manner in which boys group homes are run 


a 2a 


RESULT 
assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in. ' 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ; 
avour governmental organization 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


explanation given 


442 


443 


44 4 


44s 


446 


447 


448 


44g 


450 


452 


453 


454 


455 


MINISTRY OF 
CORRECTIONAL SERVICES 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


former employee felt he should qualify for 
retroactive pay increase 


Statutory remission tin - lost three 
quarters for being unlawfully at large 


overtime Bay not allowed management 
employees on statutory holidays 


ests for reimbursement for attendance 


que 3 ; 
adits and retroactive pay denied 


re 
eas 
Suspected forced resignation on medical 


grounds 


oss... OL employment benefits due to 
reclassification 


lost 69 days remission time due to escape 
Lom .court 00m 


BRAMPTON ADULT TRAINING CENTRE 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


medical iztreatment - institution refused to 
replace eye glasses 


clothing and canteen difficulties 


staff inconsistency -, manner of dealing with 
inmates by a school instructor 


f inconsistency .- telephone Caley Vand 
f - inmate relationship 


T.A.P. delayed - employment 
signed statement publicized too widaly 


medical treatment insufficient 


mr LDS) 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental ae eee 


circumstances changed. 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resoluticn in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


No. 


456 


457 


458 


459 


469 


461 


462 


46 3 


46L 


465 


4o7 


468 


4og 


470 


474 


BRAMPTON ADULT TRAINING CENTRE 


Seatt iInconsstenc 


: : - general personality 
conflicts with sta 


T.A.P. denied - Christmas 


Uniais miscondict charge 

inconsistency - treatment 

fsared personal injury 

treatment pee Seed Ae - staff haressing 


information reguest ~ eee of charge 
£  “swspici0n, Of trafticking -drugs | being 
@ . 


id 


Unfaiz misconduct charge) 


r fron Ombudsman's Office opened by 


BURTCH CORRECTIONAL 
& ADNYLT TRAINING C 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


-comp2nsation non whale 


incarcerated 


an injury 


institutional conditions in general 
mail withheld by staff 
denied inmate handbook 


Fisinrg and not 


medical treatment inadequate 


ii) fOr Ma On exact of 


request - 
discharge 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


194 - 


in 
Organizatio 


independently, resolved in 


favour complainant 


withdrawn 


circumstances changed 


withdrawn 
withdrawn 


inquiry made 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


27) 


LD 2.4 ae 
orgenizatic 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


inguiry made 


cet ; 
organizatio 


in 


in : I 
organizatic 


ines © ; 
organizatic 


474 


475 


476 


477 


478 


479 


480 


481 


482 


483 


485 


486 


487 


BURTCH CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 
& ADULT TRAINING CENTRE 


T.A.P. denied 

T.A.P. delayed 

staff mistreatment - baiting of inmates 
special diet denied - Buddhist 


ea ol meet on requested re determining release 
ate 


gore to put in for transfer or be shipped 
ou 


T.A.P. denied 


discrepancy . in hours credited towards 
apprenticeship 


T.A.P. delayed 
transfer to alcohol program delayed 


information request - status of appeal 
papers 


unfaiz loss of statutory remission time 


information request re appeal - loss of 
statutory remission time 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


NRG be soeree request re compensation for 
ase ee while “on a work asSignment (See 
ailed Summary #41) 


ait Tintsretion 


Ombudsman letter opened 


Glatz. 1nconsistency - accused of possession 
of Boao pe 


= 195 = 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 
independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


inguiry made 
withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 

favour governmental organization 
withdrawn 

independently resolved in 

favour complainant 

inquiry made 


withdrawn 


referred 


inguiry made 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


GLEND 


NO. 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


488 information request - educational grants 
489 staff inconsistency - unfair treatment 


T.A.P. violation resulted in loss 
privileges and statutory remission time 


490 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


491 facilities inadequate 


492 medical treatment - problems with eyes 


493 food cold and improperly prepared 


Saucer for advice. L 
after leaving institution 


495 transfer to Thunder Bay denied 


496 T.A.P. denied - father's funeral 


497 not satisfied with treatment 
498 wanted transfer to O.C.I. 
499 


requested transfer 


kept in segregation because of 
shortage 


500 


GUELPH CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


50) tstatreinconsistencys#= 76.0. 
medical request 


of 


about adjustment to life 


staff 


refused to submit 


ee Omen 
RESULT 


referred 


assisted resolution 


in ; : 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


In 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


listened 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


in ; ; 
organization 
assisted resolution 


at 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in . : 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. F 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


No. 


502 
503 


504 


205 


S07 


508 
209 


210 


o11 


i.2 


mil! 3 


214 


515 


ald, 


518 


GUELPH CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


Tl Ascr. Genied 


improper medication 


wanted to regain lost statutory remission 
time 

T.A.P. denied 

harassment by staff 

T.A.P. denied 

information request - release date and 
parole boar 
treatment unreasonable = placed on 
misconduct 

required medical information to be sent to 
the Workmen's Compensation Board (See 


Detailed Summary #31 


dissatisfied with conditions in protective 


custody 


improperly detained in segregation 


wished to remain at Guelph to finish 
sentence 
T.A.P. delayed despite good behaviour 


medical treatment unsatisfactory - requested 
address of Chief Medical Officer 


wanted to see Superintendant regarding 


institutional complaints 
transfer unjustly approved to Millbrook 


superannuation. p separation slip 
u 


y and 
incorrectly calcula 


a 
lated 


oh EY ae 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in. 

favour governmental organization 
ath. oe : 

organization 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


withdrawn 


no solution identified 
withdrawn 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


explanation given 
withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


pS eT Gels Ay in 
favour complainant 


Withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


referred 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


NO. 


519 


520 


Sigal 


S22 


S23 


524 


O29 


526 


Deas 


B29 


534 


530 


GUELPH CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 
pay still owing following termination of 
employment 


staff inconsistency - false charge laid by 
starr 


dental treatment delayed - recurring 
toothaches, needed immediate attention 


failure to earn all remission time and 
second grade incentive allowance 


pass needed to allow writing of university 
entrance exams 


medical treatment denied 


information request = tost statutory 
remission time / 


assistance required in obtaining transfer 
medical treatment unobtainable 
transfer delayed to 0O.C.1I. 


staff inconsistency - placed in detention on 
“phony” Charges 


Ontario Parole decision delayed 


facilities inadequate - detention area 
virtually uninhabitable 


transfer denied 
T.A.P. denied - education 


ery charged with being unlawfully at 


Ho 


mee aces treatment inadequate - broken collar 
one 


= oe 


RESULT 


assisted resolution in |. 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


explanation given 
assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour governmental Aptana es 


withdrawn 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in |. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


536 


538 


eye 


541 


542 


543 


544 


545 


546 


547 


548 


549 


550 


Dot 


GUELPH CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


facilities inadequate - building cold 


T.A.P. denied 


probationary correctional 
- wished to be 
Summary #34) 


officer dismissed 
re-hired (See Detailed 


personal property misplaced 
T.A.P. denied 

medical treatment inappropriate 

medical treatment inadequate - broken thumb 


information request about 


outstanding 
charges against inmate 


delay in processing Ontario parole 


T.A.P. denied - request for clarification 
statutory remission time lost unjustly (See 
Detailed Summary #40) 


accepted, for-O0-.c.1. While “at Toronto Jail. - 
uncertain if 0O.C.I. knew he had been 
ST Gog to Guelph (See Detailed Summary 


chee shop had inadequate safety devices, 
ventilation improper 


T.A.P. denied 


staff inconsistency - alleged assault by 
Correctional Officer not pursued by 
institution administration 


denied - Christmas 


avAe: ks 


psychological treatment needed but not given 


RESULT 


rae Sl 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 
assisted resolution 


favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 


Uae} 


ved in 


cn : 
organization 


in 


in ; ; 
organization 

5 ae 
organization 


in. ; 
organization 


an 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


in 


independently, resolved in 


favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 
assisted resolution 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


pb eee 
organization 


in 


in 


in ; ; 
organization 


NO. 


DoS 


554 


555 


55.0 


557 


52/68 


559 


560 


562 


hos} 


565 


566 


567 


568 


569 


GUELPH CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


statt, ~incoOncistency ~ (Correctional Orfticer 
calied inmate homosexual 


T.A.P. denied - Christmas 

information request - possible transfer to 
Brampton ATC : 

medical treatment inadequate - check-up in 


Toronto not scheduled 


staff inconsistency, personal property lost 
= enoreng not _allowed at school, 
Superintendent ignoring offical duties 


new. quarters  unlivable due .to heating 


equipment malfunction 


staff. inconsistency - certain officer a 


trouble maker 
T.A.P. denied 


too strictly observed in visiting area while 
seeing inmate 


T.A.P. denied 
T.A.P. denied - employment 
T.A.P. denied - security risk 
request for assistance in calculating 
sentence 
assistance requested to be relocated to 


protective custody 
T.A.P. denied 
m2dical treatment insufficient 


transfer to Rideau C.C. denied 


ce UNO 
RESULT 


withdrawn 


in 


assisted resolution , ‘ 
Organization 


favour governmental 


inguiry made 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


sie ea : 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution 


nic 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


BEL ey ; 
organization 


withdrawn 


inh ey at 
organization 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 
withdrawn 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


abandoned 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


570 


271 


Si hes 


S73 


374 


Bil 


576 


Ser 


578 


ug a) 


582 


583 


284 


585 


586 


Ou 


GUELPH CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


m2dical treatment inconsistent 


staff 


inconsistency - staff member givin 
Out unnecessary misconducts and poor wor 
reports ; 


correspendence between inmate and common-law 
wife Suspended without explanation 


ire Rie. es denied 


lost earned remission time because of two 
charges 
staff inconsistenc fairl from Ministry to 


inmates opened and held Dy (Stare 

facilities inadequate - clothing did not fit 
knives and forks not permitted 

parole denied 

incorrect discharge date 

letter to MPP opened by staff 


discrepancy in possible discharge date 


information request re application for 
T.A.P. denied 
information request - mistreatment by two 
officers 


dvecrepancy in discharge date 


T.A.P. denied - brother's funeral 


transfer delayed 


= BOL) = 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution 


in ‘ 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


= he 
organization 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


referred 


withdrawn 


listened 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


NO. 


588 


eons) 


590 


Ss] 


53:2 


Bos 


594 


Sisk) 


Byers) 
539 


600 
601 
602 


603 


604 


GUEL CORRECTIO CENTR 


staff mistreatment 


information request re 


delay in application 
for transfer 


denied permission to wear own shoes 


‘information request re procedure in applying 
£Cn transter 


transfer approved to 


information request re 
sentence Spent at 


Guelph A.T.C. —- former 
Brampton 


charges laid for possession of unauthorized 


articles 


wanted transfer to Maplehurst 


medical treatment improper - detained for 
failure to obey order 

Ji. Ps Cenved i= Christmas 

medical treatment contrary “to doctor's 


orders and incentive allowance downgraded 


wanted Christmas T.A.P. and employment 


T.A.P. denied - pre-release 
medical treatment inadequate - transfer 
wanted 


information request - inmate's obligation to 
work while in prison 


information request re length of time left 


in segregation 


assistance in forwarding inmate's mail 


wanted transfer from treatment unit 


- 202 - 
RESULT 
withdrawn 
inquiry nade 
assisted resolution an 


favour governmental organization 


explanation given 


explanation given 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in. f 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in |. : 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


explanation given 


explanation given 


explanation given 


assisted resolution in . : 
favour governmental organization 


GUELPH CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


NO. 


605 wanted to serve time in protective custody 
606 application to parole board lost 


607 meals inadequate for protective custody 
inmates 


608 treatment unreasonable - staff unfair to 
protective custody inmates 


609 staff inconsistency - inmate attendance at 
A.A. meetings prevented 


610 T.A.P. employment withdrawn 


611 information request - facilities inadequate 
for medical segregation 


612 medical treatment eee nee = refused 
glasses for faulty eyesigh 


613 information request re outstanding charges 
Ian Sai perta 


614 T.A.P. violation and subsequent loss of job 
615 T.A.P. delayed - education 

616 specific diet denied - diabetic 

617 T.A.P. denied - education 


618 parole withheld 


619 staff inconsistency - charge of threatening 
dropped 
G20enstatr einconsistency - frustrations and 


treatment as a protective custody inmate 


621 innocent of under the influence charge 


622 T.A.P. delayed 


AD ee ae 
RESULT 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution ih 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in, : 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


referred 
aseisted resolucion in) 8 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


GUELPH CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


NO. 


623 staff member would not allow inmates to do 
pushups in living area 


624 request for letter of referral omitting 


mention of ‘excessive use of sick time’ 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


625 internal reclassification denied 


526 assistance in regaining statutory remission 
rime 


627 loss of earned remission time 
628 loss of statutory remission time 


629 earned remission time lost - wanted Lt 
restore 


630 transfer to Thunder Bay C.C. denied 


631 staff inconsistency - unfair treatment by 
senior Assistant Superintendent 


632 loss of statutory remission time for being 
unlawfully at large 


633 staff inconsistency - use of profanity over 
public address system 


634 information request re transfer to a federal 
prison 


MAPLEHURST CORRECTIONAL COMPLEX 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
635 medical treatment inadequate 


636 loss of statutory remission time 


637 internal reclassification denied 


- 204 - 


RESULT 
assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 
referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


withdrawn 


640 


64 4 


642 


643 


644 


645 


646 


647 


648 


649 


650 


651 


652 


653 


654 


recreation time cut down 


medical treatment unsatisfactory 


uest transfer 


Burtc 
pee ee el ened ie Tieki tite hg 


to 


information re 


2 LOT uest - ee long dela 
in receiving q J g Y 


eel support 


staff inconsistency - 


unfairly convicted of 
misconduct 


staff (inconsistency = convicted of 
institutional misconduct 
dental treatment inadequate 
srhiirariiy’cenceliea COfFeCtive surgery 
transfer denied to jail closer to home 
T.A.P. delayed 
transfer assistance requested 

staff. inconsistency = njustly under 


suspicion of drug Smuggling on T.A.P. 


delay in being given a more responsible job 


inmate did not want to be transferred 


staff inconsistency - unsympathetic attitude 
of senior staff member 


medical treatment - incomplete 
report not filled out, feared loss 
benefits (See Detailed’ Summary #37) 


accident 
of WCB 


transfer denied from adult training centre 
to correctional centre 


= 205. — 


RESULT 


explanation given 


inde 


favo comp nant 


assisted resolution 


inquiry made 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 


favour governmental pedanazation 


accisted resolution 


favour governmental BLanee Eton 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


independently resolved 
favour complainant 


independently resolved 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


re DT el STU 
favour complainant 


inde 


euaeney ye Soe aoe 
favo 3 


r comp hant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved 
favour complainant 


in 
avour governmental organization 


in 


Oe err in 


in 


in 


in 


in 


in 


NO. 


655 


658 


os 


660 


661 


662 


663 


664 


665 


666 


667 


668 


669 


670 


672 


MAPLEHURST CORRECTIONAL COMPLEX 


staff inconsistency - school principal 
guilty of verbal abuse 

unjustly held in segregation 
transfer denied 

transfer delayed 

earned remission time denied 
transfer denied 

enforced school program attendance 

unjust removal from work placement 

T.A.P. denied - A.A. meetings 

Seas discrimination - unfair misconduct 


transfer delayed 
fee veal es denied 


staff inconsistency - unfair gambling charge 


personal financial problems _- recovery of 
over-payment to Ministry of Consumer and 
Commercial Relations 

? (Asher oenL ete need to reassess the 
definition of ‘close relative’ (See 
Detailed Summary #35) 

incentive allowance - should be raised to 
level two 

staff mistreatment 

medical treatment inadequate _- eye 


: ; acne, 
sensitivity, bad teeth, jaw indentation 


RESULT 
withdrawn 
assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


inguiry made 


206 - 


in : ; 
organization 

in ; : 
organization 


in 


ri Go ; 
organization 
in , 
organization 
in | ; 
organization 


in ; : 
organization 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


in. 
organization 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


in 


20 ; 
organization 


in 


in 


MAPLEHURST CORRECTIONAL COMPLEX 


NO. 

673 T.As.P.. denied > drinking oes violent 
behaviour - file incorrectly documented 

674 staff inconsistency _- non-specific personal 
problems with certain staff 

675 food insufficient - no toast permitted at 
breakfast 

676 staff inconsistency - Correctional Officer 
harassment 

677 ersonal property lost during several 
ransfers 

678 transfer application to Kitchener jail 
delayed 

679 medical, treatment inadequate - lack of 
recreation 

680 T.A.P. denied 

681 incentive allowance reduced without 
explanation 

682 staff inconsistency - restitution for torn 
Sle By ag 2 excessive, Correctional Dfticer 
displayed prejudice 

683 possibility of transfer to gain welding 
Skill 

684 assistance requested in recovering photos 
turned in to property office 

685 wanted status report of transfer application 
to London Jail 

686 T.A.P. denied - Christmas 

687 information reguest = possible 
miscalculation of relase date 

688 T.A.P. denied 


~- 207 - 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


no solution identified 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


Withdrawn 
no solution identified 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


opps ye eidedtie es Jae A in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inguiry made 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


689 
690 


691 


692 


693 


694 


695 


696 


697 


698 


700 


701 


702 


203 


704 


703 


MAPLEHURST CORRECTIONAL COMPLEX 


denied transfer 
unfair charges re homosexual activity 


unfair removal from as security 


work gang 
risk 
denied permission to make telephone call 


charged with bookmaking and suspicion with 
intent to assault fellow inmate 


medical treatment unsatisfactory < required 


surgery 

T.A.P. denied 
privileged position on sports team 
jeopardized by possible transfer 

wanted job within institution 
ersonality conflict with a Correctional 
fficer 

staff. inconsistency - refusal to allow 
braiding of hair ; 

staff inconsistency - derogatory comments 


about common-law wife 


oe requested in calculating release 
ate 


information why.amount in bank account not 


transferred to inmate 


transfer unjust (See Detailed Summary #30) 


T.A.P. denied - reasons insufficient and 
inaccurate 
T.A.P. denied - employment 


= “20.0 = 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution in. = 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in, ; 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution in, ; 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 
withdrawn 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


706 


708 


709 


710 


ie? 


fi3 


714 


#1 


716 


ved 


718 


URES) 


720 


15s. 


i22 


123 


MAPLEHURST CORRECTIONAL COMPLEX 


probiem eating food - no teeth 


information request re Pores 


i ; rocedure for 
Tequesting to see institutiona ie 


sta 


information request re possible dates for 
parole and release 

visits denied to cousin 

irregularities regarding punishment for 


institutional misconduct 
transfer denied 

internal reclassification unfair 
T.A.P. denied 
T.A.P. delayed - education 
study material denied 


transfer delayed 


T.A.P. decision delayed - employment 


Stall, inconsistency = badly beaten by 
Correctional Officer 

information request re procedure for 
obtaining plastic surgery 
information re clearing up outstanding 


charge prior to application for T.A.P. 


medical treatment -_ delay in receiving pain 
killers for injured arm 


information, request tre Lost Stacutory 
remission time 
accused of refusing physiotherapy and 


interview with doctor 


=7 209° = 
RESULT 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


explanation given 
inguiry made 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


abandoned 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 
independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in . 
favour governmental organization 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmentai organization 


withdrawn 

inquiry made 

inquiry made/referred 
withdrawn 

referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


724 


125 


126 


127 


728 


12g 


731 


132 


133 
734 


735 


736 


iy 


738 


MAPLEHURST CORRECTIONAL COMPLEX 


radio unjustly confiscated (See Detailed 
Summary #32) 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


T.A.P. denied 

T.A.P. denied - refusal anticipated due to 
misconduct 

T.A.P. denied - request for assistance in 


setting up judicial review to grant T.A.P. 


request assistance in expediting deportation 
order to U.S. 


no answer given 


application - by 
yi 


loss of statutory remission time 


MILLBROOK CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


oe ee es es Se 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


staff inconsistency - possibility of charge 
under criminal code upsetting inmate 


moved from protective custody to population 


without explanation 
wanted transfer to O.C.I. 
transfer denied 


information request - computation of 


forfeited statutory remission time 


move from protective custody 


to population 
potentially dangerous 


information request re date of transfer 


information request re length of sentence 


=e LU 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


explanation given 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution in 

favour complainant 

assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 
explanation given 

assisted resolution in | 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry made 


inquiry made/referred 


741 


742 


743 


T44 


745 


746 


747 


748 


749 


750 


751 


od 


7153 


754 


7156 


77 


MILLBROOK CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


T.A.P. delayed 


financial 


assistance sought for 
of glasses 


the repair 


information requested re 


denial of transfer 
to Brockville Jail 


T.A.P. denied 

frustrated at being held in custody 
transfer delayed 
transfer requested 
teansLer 


delayed 


transfer Se ASS due to emotional problems 
(Se2 Detailed Summary #3 


ee Operation requested before release 
ate 


misconduct hearings unfair 

transfer based on eee grounds 

afraid of harm from other inmates 

transfer delayed 

personal property removed 

transfer requested 

information request re psychiatric treatment 
inmate mail withheld and destroyed 


information request re procedures to follow 


in seeing psychiatrist 


aes ar 
RESULT 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution” -in ©” 
favour governmental organization 
assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. 
favour complainant 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


advice given 


NO. 


758 


Loo 


760 


761 


762 


192 


7604 


765 


766 


768 


169 


TAG) 


Tea 


CR: 


eles 


774 


ERS 


MILLBROOK CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


wanted medical treatment 


staff inconsistency - inmates allowed only 
25 cents worth of Stamps per week 


re letters to Ombudsman's Office 


staiie | inconsistency 9— harassment by 
correctional officer 
staff inconsistency - harassment by 


correctional officer 

cost of dentures should be borne by ministry 
T.A.P. denied - education 

transfer delayed to Brampton 0O.C.I. 


wanted to have dentures replaced 


transfer requested 


transfer requested to Guelph C.I. (See 
Detailed Summary #29) 
transfer requested 
young inmates disrupting A.A meetings 
eee ee eed - mail to inmate friend 
transfer from Maplehurst to Millbrook unfair 
internal reclassification denied 
staff inconsistency - inmate unjustly placed 


in segregation 


3 inmates moved from 


staff POR SS ete = : See 
y fe) popu Lon in 


rotective custo 
personal danger 


re ee 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


no solutionyadentiftied 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


sie 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


aN 
favour governmental organization 


explanation given 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


no solution identified 


assisted resolution selon ee : 
favour governmental organization 
assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 
assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 
withdrawn 

assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


776 


etep 


778 


173 


780 


781 


782 


783 


784 


785 


786 


787 


788 


789 


tEDY 


73:2 


ASS) 


MILLBROOK CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


transfer delayed to 0.C.I. 


transfer delayed pending parole hearing 


reclassification assistance requested 


staff inconsistency = 
behaviour on part 
and inmates. 


discriminatory 
Of, correctional officers 


unjust misconduct charge 


transfer denied 
information reguest re chang? in exercise 
schedule 


information request re reasons for placement 
in protective custody 


transfer procedures requested 


wanted to bring perder | related problems to 
the Superintendent's attention 


wanted to bring aa) related problems to 
the Superintendent's attention 


unspecified problems 


staff inconsistency - wanted to lay criminal 
charges against correctional officers 


personal property not respected during cell 


searches 
recreational program non-existent 
playing cards not available in corridors 


staff inconsistency -_ unjust placement in 
segregation and transfer procedures 


medical treatment inadequate - eyeglasses 


denied 


’ 


RESULT 


2. 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 
assisted resolution 
favour governmental 
assisted resolution 


favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


inquiry made 


inguiry made 


explanation given 


in 
organization 


Gite! Sw A 
organization 


ie ; 
organization 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


asSisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


in 


ath 


an 


no solution identified 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


athe 


in 


ss 
organization 


794 


796 


do 


738 


7199 


800 


801 


802 


803 


804 


805 


806 


807 


808 


809 


810 


MILLBROOK CORRECTIONAL CENTRE, 


request to be placed in segregation dani 
correspondence withheld 

wished to write to a federal immate 
internal reclassification delayed 
transfer denied 


information request accumulation 


‘earned remission time 


Ee 


medical treatment insufficient - epile 
seizures 

information reguest - why certain drug 
longer prescribed 

Wanted transfer to Maplehurst 
transferred unfairly to Millbrook 
Guelph 

depressed and discouraged 

wanted knee operation 

mail to Ombudsman withheld 

transfer denied 

mistaken opening of two letters 


Ombudsman 


transfer delayed 


internal reclassification not workable 


transfer denied 


ed 


Of 


Dive 


S no 


from 


from 


— 214 - 


RESULT 


assisted resolution sine ‘ 
favour governmental organization 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


inquiry made 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in . ; 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry made 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 
assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in . ; 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resoluti coma: niam 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 
assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 
assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 
assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


NO. 


812 
813 
814 
Bil5 
816 


Sa7 


818 
819 
820 
821 
822 


823 


824 


825 
826 


827 


828 


829 


B CO CENTR 


held in custody beyond discharge date 
medical treatment inadequate 


information request re reclassification and 
Status aS provincial or federal prisoner 


ineligibility for parole 
unable to obtain glasses 


placed in segregation without 


convicted of any offence Beta 
transfer denied 

medical treatment inadequate - leg injury 
internal reclassification unfair 

denied 


transfer 


staff mistreatment - segregation threat 


information request - transfer of canteen 
privileges to another institution 

not allowed to correspond with another 
inmate 


inadequate rehabilitative treatment 


information request why transfer denied 


internal Techassification - no inmate 


consent 


psychiatric treatment inadequate 


internal transfer - feared beatings from 


inmates 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


2 Lee 


a Tiee easeor 
organization 


circumstances changed 


explanation given 
assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


abandoned 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


explanation given 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


inquiry made 


sida © ; 
organization 
in 
a1 
a 

in. ; 
organization 


eS at : 
organization 


aay : , 
organization 


alee ; : 
organization 


in : ‘ 
organization 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


in 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


NO, 


830 


831 


832 


833 


834 


835 


836 


83a 


838 


839 


840 


84 1 


842 


843 
844 


MILLBROOK CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


eS 


medical treatment inadequate 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


medical treatment - doctor unprofessional - 
no respect for inmate 


loss of statutory remission time 


SLOSS) Of Shag Ao remission time = 
institutional misconduct 
loss of statutory remission time 

remission time lost - officer harassed 


inmate 


earned remission time lost 


staff inconsistency - inmates not permitted 
to call witnesses at misconduct hearings 


MIMICO CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


staff inconsistency - unfairly placed in 
detention 

loss of statutory remission time - dorm 
disturbance 


vested as to how to obtain a 


ew Years pass 


information re 
Christmas or 


LOSS) #OL statutory remission time = 


threatened officer 


staff inconsistency - severe sent2nce for 


misconduct 


statutory and earned remission time lost 


earned remission time lost - written 


explanation 


no 


a2 LO 


RESOLT 


assisted resolution in, 
favour governmental organization 


referred 


explanation given 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


advice given 


no solution identified 
withdrawn 
advice given 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


NO. 


B45 


B46 


847 


848 


B49 


850 


851 


afer 


G3 


854 


ome 


85.6 


Bou 


858 


859 


860 


MIMICO CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


T.A.-P. withdrawn and transferred to Mimico 


lnformation request re, whether inmate would 
be charged with trafficking in drugs 


information reguest fre 


> Que : osc 
statutory remission tine 


regaining of 


harassed by inmates - staff negligent 
unjust reclassification as security risk 


loss of remission 


| statutory 
misconducts 


time - 


convicted 


: Of USing, foul 
threatening 


correctional 


stat Mistreatment - 


3 t unduly 
punishment for minor offence 


Sever ec 


transite reco .N2 ) brook unjust 


staff inconsistency - misunderstandin 


r t g over 
inmates conversation with Superintendent 


medical treatment - attitude of nurse not 
professional 
mail not delivered promptly (See Detailed 


Summary #38 


Staff inconsistency ~ inmate charged and 
sentenced unjustly 
information request - disposition of rings 


belonging to inmate 


alleged innocence of misconduct charges 


placement in segregation 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


referred 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


ete 


soe 
organization 


ini 


ary 


Slkig , 
organization 


Ho ; 
Organ izarzon 


mipal 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


no solution identified 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


inquiry made 
assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


Stina 


ols la : 
organization 


ange 
organization 


ih eOP 2 ' 
organization 


MIMTICO CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


NO. 


861 staff inconsistency -. beaten by officers, 
charged with commission of serious 
offences, blackmailed and enpentendd by 
Superintendent 

862 information request re status of transfer 
application 

863 transferred due to formation of inmate 
committee 


864 property lost at Mimico C.C. 
805 lost property 

866°T.A.P. denied = Christmas 

867 assistance requested in applying for T.A.P. 
868 misconduct due to possession of contraband 
869 T.A.P. denied - no explanation given 


870 information request - possible release date 


871 information request - possible release date 


872 T.A.P. denied 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
873 statutory remission time forfeited - no 


explanation given 


874 information request re earned remission time 


875 loss of statutory remission time 


2 Oe 


RESULT 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inguiry made/referred 


assisted resolution i 
favour governmental organization 


no solution identified 
no solution identified 
assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 

favour governmental organization 
inquiry made 

inguiry made 

assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


referred 


inquiry made 


advice given 


NO. 


876 


877 


878 


879 


880 


881 


882 


883 


884 


885 


886 


887 


888 


889 


890 


891 


892 


893 


894 


T.A.P. withdrawn - no explanation given 


MONTEITH CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
LS eT 


Tules too strictly enforced 


information request re prisioner's rights 


information t 
parole and application procedures 


staff 


inconsistency =- 


Request re 


Correctional officers 


T.A.P. 


records incorrect - removal B charge 


attempts to transfer to 0.C.I. 


denied unfairly 


food cold and inedible 


late 7. 


information request - T.A.P. 


inform 


V. viewing denied 


ation 


request re 


probation following release 


elegibility 


problems 


blocked 


application 


posszbility 


£or 


with 


of 


medical treatment inadequate - back problem 


TeA.P. 


ge a a 


Wa IA BIS 


Vela Ps 


denied - Christmas 


denied unfairly 


denied 


denied 


transfer delayed 


institution would not pay for eye glasses 


RESULT 


withdrawn 


Bae ee 


circumstances changed 


advice given 


inguiry made 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


in ; om 
organization 


ane = } 
organization 


in , 
organization 


ater : 
organization 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


advice given 


inquiry made 
assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


spa 7 : 
organization 


oi ae ; 
organization 


in ; 
organization 


in ' ; 
organization 


alee me ' 
organization 


in : 
organization 


circumstances changed 


explanation given 


NO. 


895 
896 
897 


898 


899 


900 


901 
902 
903 
904 
20s) 


906 


907 


908 


909 


T.A.P. 


discrimination regarding French T.V. 


MONTEITH CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


denied 


viewing 


medical treatment inadequate - cataracts 


transfer requested - assaulted by other 
inmates 

OUTSIDE JURISDICTLON 
information request re status of T.A.P. 
application 


peaeee for assistance in ae outstanding 
c 


arges brought up for tria 
ONTARIO CORRECTIONAL INSTITOTE 
WITHIN IURTSDLCRION 
staff interference with mail 
medical treatment inadequate 
medical treatment inadequate 
medical treatment inadequate 


request not to be transferred 


parole | application not supported by 
aS ee Ue. On 

pee scgee denied, letters from inmate 
riend withheld 


T.A.P. denied 


peat inconsistency - not permitted to phone 
wife 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


220 - 
ins # ») : 
organization 


pie ee 4 
organization 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


explanation given 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


in 


ame 
organization 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution 


acre 


favour governmental organization. 


circumstances changed 


explanation given 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 


favour governmental 


oe 
organization 


cn ; 
organization 


NO. 


912 


a3 


918 


Se 


920 


821 


o22 


923 


924 


a20 


926 


S27 


staff inconsistency - refusal to allow visit 
by girl friend 


,staff inconsistency =) accusations of 
laziness 

Scmtie INconsiewvency G insutticient control 
over forwarding of parole application 
papers 

T.A.P. denied 


refusal of diabetic diet 


medical treatment - denied hair medication 


telephone calls denied 


submission concerning administrative 


policies and procedures 


TCA.P. denied - to seek and 


. ¢ employment 
register with Manpower 


refused permission to make telephone calls 


to wife 
T.A.P. denied - considered untrustworthy 
denied 


transfer 


T.AeP. denied - weekend with girlfriend 


medical treatment inadequate - sprained 
thumb 
transfer +o Brampton ee directly from 


jail requested and denie 
transfer denied to House of Concord 
denied 


T.A.P. 


information request re transfer 


og 7 aia 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


listened 
circumstances changed 
circumstances changed 


listened 


assisted resolution i 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


Bao 
favour governmental organization - 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry made 


NO. 


I25 


Jae 
230 


9341 


935 
936 
Sleki 


938 


eet 


940 


941 


942 


943 


ONTARIO CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTE 


T.A.P. - requested five 


days but 
hae three days 


granted 


medical treatment refused for skin problem 


T.A.P. denied 

pose readers arranging interview with 
transfer denied 

transfer - for no apparent reason 


medical treatment denied 


: - cosmetic surgery 
on jaw 


T.A.P. denied 


medical treatment inappropriate 


staff mistreatment - nurse rude 


delay in receiving medical treatment - 


injured leg 


staff expected exceptional behaviour from 
inmate Mc aads ino provide exceptional 
example of behaviour themselves 

start inconsistency - isolation, skin 
searches 


discrepancy in release date 


compensation for injury sustained during 


recreation period 


weight room closed 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


222 — 


in ; , 
organization 
in { : 
organization 


Le 
organization 


nie) 


Le ; 
organization 


LD ; 
organization 


ines ; 
organization 


GS Oa 
organization 


sy Ot ; 
organization 


no solution identified 


refused to investigate 


or further 


investigate 


no solution identified 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


bee : 
Organization 


ae) ae os ; 
organization 


in ‘ ; 
organization 


NO. 


944 


945 


946 


948 
949 
950 


951 


B52 


954 


250 


956 


957 


958 


259 


RIDEAU CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 
& ADULT TRAINING CENTRE 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 
EE TLE BT ETD DLT OEE IED 
medical treatment - improper attention given 


mistreatment by staff resulting in the loss 
of statutory remission time 


loss of statutory remission time 


T.A.P. denied - police submitted negative 
reports 


transfer approved from Rideau to Cobourg not 
to L'Orignal as requested 


T.A.P. denied =- Christmas 
TL.A.P. denied - Christmas 


Start. 9) Anconsistenc yuu unjust charge 
resulting from self défense in assault 


participation in volunteer program denied 
T.A.P. denied 
transfer to Guelph c.C. unjust 


loss of statutory remission time for 
possession of contraband materials 


transfers unjustified 


information request re effect sof. a 
misconduct on. National Parole app Eeaaeecn 
and explanation of previous letter from 
Ombudsman 


information request re excessive number of 
inmates transferred without good reason 


bein a member of inmate committee thought 
to be reason for transfer 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


withdrawn 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


inguiry made 


Withdrawn 


Pie fae 


in 
organization 


in ; : 
organization 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 


favour governmental 


explanation given 


explanation given 


in 


SOV wae ' 
organization 
in 
organization 
a Cae oe i 
organization 


ae 
organization 


rn Bee ; 
organization 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


NO. 


960 


961, 


962 


963 


964 


D265 


966 


967 


968 


969 


970 


97.1 


972 


oie 


974 


975 


RIDEAU CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 
& ADULT TRAINING CENTRE 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


Statutory remission time forfeited for 


possession of contraband materials 


THUNDER BAY CORRECTIONAL CENTRE 


H JU 
Deak denied 


assistance requested in 


; C : é getting employment 
within the institution 


information request re transfer 


unjust transfer from C.R.C. to Thunder Bay 


information request re transfer 


Ty Acetes Withdrawn and 


Subsequently 
transferred 


personal property missing 


unfairly transferred to district jail by 
Superintendent 
medical treatment delayed 
assistance requested re transfer 
building. inadequate, 1nsuffticient 
rehabilitative facilities and programs 
not send money order - make 


permitted to 
phone call 


staff inconsistency - Superintendent against 
in 


incentive allowance for planting trees not 
received 


harassment and mistreatment 
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RESULT 
referred 
assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in . ; 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry made 


assisted resolution in ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


ender ey resolved in 


avour complainant 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


withdrawn 


NO. 


976 


Se 


978 


379 


980 


981 


982 


303 


984 


985 


986 


987 


229 


THUNDER BAY C 


R AL_C 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


T.A.P. denied 


T.A.P. denied 


NIAGARA DENTENTION CENTRE 


WITHIN 


medication improperly 


alleged improper loss 


transfer delayed 


Staff inconsistency - 
work in kitchen 


unnecessarily _secure 
corrections officers 


assistance 


requested in 


JURISDICTION 


administered 


of privileges 


inmate not allowed to 


visiting female 


\ area; 
in danger 


appealing sentence 


and obtaining drug therapy 


urgent : 
Nooing Stip crazy” 


staff inconsistenc 


entitled to incentive 


provincial centre 


staff inconsistency 
personal belongings 


information ,_regque 
institute's mail pol 


medical treatment 
physiotherapy 


wished three teeth 


desire to be released 


13 Its 


fron custody, 


federal 
pay 


prisoner not 
while held in 


- quality of food, 


On 
: correctional 
cies 


inadequate - 


pulled and wanted to wear 


street clothes to visit dentist 


cc PPA 
RESULT 


explanation given 


explanation given 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution 


Ba 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


advice given 
circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 

explanation given 

assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


NO. 


990 


290 


292 


3393 


994 


995 


396 


997 


99'9 


999 


1000 


1001 


1002 


100 3 


1004 


NIAGARA DETENT 


CENT 


inadequate amount of exercise 


medical treatment - prescription caused 


vomiting 


T.AeP. denied 


T.A.P. denied 


transfer delayed 


T.Ase. denied 


transfer delayed 


information request re possible release date 


medical treatment inadequate 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


difficulties contacting lawyer LOn 
consultation 
OTTAWA-CARLETON DETENTION CENTRE 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
staff inconsistency - correctional officers 


began a rumour about 
while on T.A.P. 


staff inconsistency 
lawyer 


unfairly locked up 


alleged pe aeetd by Correctional 
in segregation 


while being hel 


assistance requested 
visits from fiancee 


ae 


in 


nmate's behaviour 


denied access to 


arranging 


Officers 


night 


ee 2 Orem 
RESULT 


withdrawn 


inquiry made 


withdrawn 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in |. f 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ; | 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in |. ' 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ¥ 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


OTTAWA-CARLETON DETENTION CENTRE 


NO. 


from position as 


1005 oe us® dismissal T.A.P. 
of 


icer 
1006 medical treatment inadequate 


1007 staff. 


=} Go Oa ERS) 


inconsistency - not allowed to 


QUINTE DETENTION CENTRE 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


1008 improper transfer 


1009 transfer delayed 


1010 staff inconsistency - unjustly 


Eee : charged for 
striking other inmate 


1011 T.A.P. denied 


1012 medical treatment unobtainable 


1013 severe pain in wisdom teeth - no medication 


given 


1014 law books unavailable 


1015 inadequate facilities for female prisoners 


1016 food poor, general conditions 


poor, 
anonymous complaint 


assistance requested in remaining at Quinte 


to serve sentence 


1017 


1018 canteen - shampoo of very poor quality 


1019 visitor's area could not accomodate children 


1020 toilet bowl leaked, change of clothes 


infrequent 
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RESULT 


withdrawn 
independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


explanation given 


circumstances changed 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 
independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


no solution identified 


assisted resolution in . 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in . ; 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


1021 


1022 


1023 


1024 


1025 
1026 
1027 
1028 


1029 


1030 
1031 


1032 


1033 


1034 


QUINTE DETENTION CENTRE 


staff inconsistency - clothes change not 
frequent enough 
staff inconsistency - not 


j remand prisoner 
allowed special shampoo 


T.A.P. 


denied - one day pre-release 


Deduee e that Superintendent be told of waste 
of electricity 


unfair punishment 


showers too hot 


denied permission to purchase deodorant 
refused a special brand of shampoo 


information request re difficulty of getting 
peees chores and the lack of exercise on 
weekends 


letters to Ombudsman not mailed 
staff mistreated daughter during visit 


information requested to when the 


transfer would take place 


as 


letter from Ombudsman opened by staff 


CHAMPLAIN SCHOOL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


inadequate reimbursement on termination of 


pension plan 


= 220 a= 
RESULT 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 

assisted resolution in |. 
favour governmental organization 
inguiry made 

assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inguiry made/referred 


assisted resolution 


on 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


1035 


1036 
nO 37 


1038 
1039 
1040 


1041 


1042 


1043 


1044 


1045 


1046 


1047 


HILLCREST SCHOOL 
SRS ESA EA ETE 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
SES SEES 


assistance requested to graduate 


staff inconsistency - smoking not allowed in 
school 


ee, eee eeney - wards required to wear 
institutional clothes 


information request re assessment status 
smoking forbidden 


smoking forbidden 


unduly harsh punishment imposed due. to 
Charge of smuggling contraband - into 
PoscacuczOn 


transfer delayed - family problems 


KAWARTH LAKES SCHOOL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


improper removal of IND 


transfer requested 


PINE RIDGE SCHOOL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


compensation for escapees' damages 


not allowed to return to_ community school 
because wrongly accused of drug use 


information request - graduation date 


es 
RESULT 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in . 
Favour governmental organization 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


In. : 
favour governmental organization 


asSisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in | ; 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in . ‘ 
favour governmental organization 


OAKVILLE RECEPTION & 
—ASSESSHENT CENTRE 


NO. 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 
1048 smoking forbidden 
1049 personal mail read by staff members 


SPRUCEDALE SCHOOL 
- WHITE OAKS VILLAGE 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 
1050 unjust incarceration 
1051 unable to locate missing stereo 


1052 planned 
given 


graduation cancelled and 


BARRIE JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


1053, statt 
yEWeese 


1054 incentive allowance for 
received 


1055 transfer denied 


unavailable to 


1056 meals , 
who do not arrive during meal times 


1057 third party complaint about his treatment 


ding the 


1058 ard Pi 
1d in segregation 


visitor inquiry r 


eg 
condition of inmate he 


1059 staff inconsistency - wife refused a visit 
letters not allowed, paleely charged wit 
assault, lawyer refused access to ifimate 


1060 loss of privileges and punishment too severe 


no reason 


inconsistency - unusual treatment at 


work in laundry not 


transferred prisoners 


hysical 


= 230 = 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


no solution identified 
explanation given 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made 


withdrawn 


withdrawn 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. F 
favour governmental organization 


VO. 


1061 


1062 


1063 


1064 


1065 


1066 


1067 


1068 


1069 


1070 


1071 


1072 


1073 


misconduct Scere too severe (See 


Detailed Summary #28 
misconduct punishment too severe 
BRAMPTON JAIL 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
personal property lost during transfers 
BRANTFORD JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
personal property lost during transfer 


medical treatment - wanted doctor to explain 
nature of the injury 


medical treatment inadequate 


assistance requested in |. ascertaining 
progress of tranSfer application 


stafit inconsistency - mail opened, library 


improperly staffed 


staff inconsistency _- difficulties in seeing 
nurse, Correctional Officer using obscene 
language 


medical treatment - delay in seeing doctor 


staff inconsistency - unnecessary confinment 
in segregation 


two letters per week insufficient 


assistance requested in transfer to Brampton 
One Grete 


hs CN 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in. 
avour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made/referred 


no solution identified 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry made 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in |. ; 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


explanation given 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


BROCKVILLE JALL ae 
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NO. RESULT 
WITHIW JORISDICTION 
1074 assistance requested in obtaining transfer inde pence net! resolved in 
favon r complainant 
1075 information ce ueee re status of application inquiry rade 
to transfer to Brampton O.C.I. 
1076 medical treatment delay assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 
1077 T.A.P, denied - education - .because of assisted resolution in 
transfer favour governmental organization. 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 

1078 information request - transfer applicaticn inguiry made 
SHATHAS JAIL 

WITHIN JURISDICTION 

1079 transfer to treatment program delayed assisted resolution in | ; 
favour governmental organization 
1080 Spee inconsistency - blamed for things not withdrawn 
one 


1081 no rehabilitation attempts circumstances changed 


1082 Seneca rey poor conditions, specifically abandoned 
meals 


CORNWALL JAIL 
W IN JURISDICTION 


1083 medical treatment - medication for insomnia independently resolved in 


denied favour complainant 
1084 medical treatment for peptic ulcer denied Pua PEA De LIE Peso leg in 
favour complainant 


1085 transfer request to institution in B.C. assisted resolution in 
denied favour governmental organization 


1087 


1088 


1089 


1090 


1091 


1092 


1093 


1094 


1095 


1096 


1097 


1098 


1099 


1100 


1101 


CORNWALL JAIL 


staff conflict (See 


management 2) Detailed 


Summary #2 
placed in segregation - no reason given 
COBOURG JAIL 


pt eee ar ar eR Ta 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


wanted transfer back to Rideau C.C. 
treatment unreasonable - required to shave 
off bear 

did not receive application papers. for 
parole 


dental treatment not available 


medical treatment denied - nurse not on duty 
at night 


information request re medical staffing, no 
protective custody cells and use of showers 


only certain inmates allowed to watch T.V. 
facilities inadequate - poor lighting 
medical and dental treatment inadequate 


Start ae Oe general unpleasantness 
of institutional life 


Ontario parole cancelled 


non-participation in jail programs and no 


Daven ne cOrnL.aoLs 
unable to have interview with Superintendent 


inadequate medication being given 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


withdrawn 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


inguiry made 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


233 - 
in 


2 
organization 


in : 
organization 


=o eee. : 
organization 


in 


ane ; 
organization 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 


favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


¢ ; 
organization 


ee ; 
organization 
GU be 
organization 


in ; , 
organization 


COBOURG JAiL 


NO. 


1102 transfer delayed to Brampton Jail 
1103 inadequate medical treatment 


1104 information request re have 


= permission to 
T.V. in the dormitory 


1105 deucten a. poor treatment and inadequate 


acilitieés 
FORT FRANCES JAIL - 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


1106 facilities inadequate - constant boredom 


1107 facilities inadequate - needed increased 


recreation 


1108 treatment 


! unreasonable - cell doors opened 
during day 


1109 medical treatment - wanted an appointment 


facilities 
and reconstruct arts 
room 


1110 inadequate - planned to reopen 


and crafts recreation 


GUELPH JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


1111 medical treatment stomach 


: inadequate - 
ailment 


1112 prescribed medical cream not available 


Wile tranctersdenied tosOacet. 
1114 unable to get glasses 


1115 transfer delayed 


ae - 234 - 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in. . 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


explanation given 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 
assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


1116 


117 


1118 


19 


1120 


e121 


bl 262 


1123 


1124 


a2) 


1126 


1127 


A128 


129 


1130 


1131 


na3s2 


GUELPH JAIL 


clothing inadequate 

facilities inadequate - broken sink 
personal cheque withheld 
personal property lost 
medical treatment denied - injured toe 
facilities inadequate - inoperative toilet 
medical treatment poor 


legitimacy of son and possible marriage to 


common-law wife 


reclassified =? protective custody without 


charge or tria 


general dissatisfaction with prison life 


assistance requested in obtaining eye 
glasses 
psychiatric treatment - why considered 
Suicida 
information request re reclassification 
HAILEYBURY JAIL 
THIN JORISDICT 
requested reasons LOL transfer to 


correctional centre 
lack of exercise program 


inadequate recreation facilities 


inadequate medical care 


See AR He 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


favour governmental organization 


advice given 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


Dee 
organization 


withdrawn 


referred 


assisted resolution in |. 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made/referred 


withdrawn 


inquiry made 


circumstances changed 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


HAITLEYBURY JAIL 


NO. 


1133 medical treatment insufficient - condition 


of left knee 


1134 inadequate food preparation on weekends 


1135 inadequate recreation and visiting areas 


HAMILTON JAIL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


1136 staff inconsistency - canteen improperly 
operate 
1137 staff inconsistency - inmate assaulted by 


correctional officer 


1138 being detained in custody unnecessarily 


1139 staff inconsistency - harsh penalty imposed 


for misconduct 


1140 staff inconsistency - messages 


: forgotten, 
not allowed proper exercise 


1141 medical treatment inadequate 


1142 suitably fitting pants unavailable 

1143 T.A.P. denied - employment 

1144 Sheer EC OR ete re ney _7,mumerous, complaints 

G administra cone off Jari 

1145 maggots found in meals” 

1146 staff inconsistency - male inmates have 
greater freedoms 

1147 medical treatment 

1148 mistreatment and harassment by staff and 


general conditions of jail 


RESULT 
assisted résoiution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 
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in : ‘ 
organization 
in 


in : ; 
organization 


an ; ; 
organization 


100" 4 
organization 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


withdrawn 
assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


in . ; 
organization 


in. j 
organization 
in 

2 ee : 
organization 

pe ; 
organization 


in 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


oo ' 
organization 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


NO. 


1149 


1150 


1151 


1152 


tio3 


1154 


ial OD 


1156 
1157 
1158 


Piso 


1150 


61161 


HA TON JAIL 


staff inconsistency - severe sentence for 
assault? on Correctional Officer 

lengthy remand period 

information request/petition re inadequate 


facilities resultin in denial 


[ é of canteen 
and recreational privileges : 


internal reclassification to 


rotective 
custody wing delayed ‘i 


staff conversations at night loud - interrupt 
sleep 


ONTSIDE JURISDICTION 


forwarding of 


ee ee to Minister demanding 
resignation o 


senior staff member 
KENORA JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


abused, mistreated and discriminated against 
by staff 


jail administration and conditions poor 
denied freedom of speech 
law books unavailable 


staff inconsistency - Correctional Officers 


picking on hin 
jack Of recreational facilities 
KITCHENER JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


improperly held in segregation 
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RESULT 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry made 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant . 


referred 


circumstances changed 


circumstances changed 
withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


1163 


1164 


1165 
1166 


1167 
1168 


1169 


1170 
1171 
1172 
1173 


1174 


1175 


1176 


1177 


KITCHENER JAIL 


denied access to alcoholics 


anonymous 
meetings 


medical treatment inadequate 


staff inconsistency - not allowed to 


: go to 
meetings 
medical treatment denied - ingrown toe nails 


staff inconsistency - assulted by officers 


petition from 20. inmates regarding quantity 
and quality of food 


numerous complaints 


IC : concerning jail 
conditions in general 


medical treatment improper - need for 

medication and cells should be left open 

during the day 

meal missed when returned from court and 

placed in segregation unnecessarily 
assistance | requested in internal 

reclassification 


insufficient exercise time 


staff. inconsistency -, inmate charged asa 
result of outburst arising from shortage of 
playing cards 


staff inconsistency - Superintendent refused 
to allow inmate to send flowers to wife and 
officers guilty of harassing inmate 


ee as coin missing from property held at 
jai 


dental treatment inadequate 


insufficient quantities of food to sustain 


=—2387— 
RESULT 


abandoned 
circumstances changed 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in’. 
favour governmental organization 
assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 
withdrawn 

assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in . 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


1178 


1179 


1180 


31 


1182 


1183 


1184 


Utese) 


1186 


1187 


8 


1189 


1190 


91 


9 2 


KITCHENER JAIL 


cushions and blankets not allowed in day 
corridor and visits with family too short 
harassed and mistreated by correctional 
officer 
medical treatment - inadequate medication 
given for headaches 
recreational privileges withdrawn on 
pLauster Lrom, correctiona | eaten tor jaa 
annex 


profane and derogatory remarks made towards 


inmates 


Stati rnconsistenc - Mail to wife 


improperly addressed: by staff censor 
LINDSAY JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
medical treatment inadequate 


—diSCramination against 
rook 


Statf inconsist enc 
tnmaces from Miid 


Statt inconsistency = "correctional officers 


unsatisfactory 


food always the same 


transfer delayed 


staff mistreatment 


staff plccapee er ney Goprectiona Officer 
harassment, Correctional Officers drunk on 
the job, food poor 


treatment unreasonable - threatened by staff 
member and strong language use 


privileges denied - taken off weight lifting 
naa 


= OASIS): ‘sx 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


no solution identified 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


circumstances changed 
circumstances changed 

assisted resolution in | 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in. ; 
avour governmental organization 


assisted resolution! in |. : 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


1193 


1194 


1195 


1196 


1197 


1198 


1199 


1200 


1201 


1202 


1203 


1204 


1205 


1206 


LONDON JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
Mail not sent 


staff inconsistency - policies not conducive 
to rehabilitation 


information request re outstanding 
provincial warrant 
humerous complaints including insufficient 


visiting privileges and lack of segregation 
of dangerous inmates 


medical treatment inadequate 

medical treatment inadequate 

facilities and medical treatment inadequate 
dental treatment delayed 

T.A.P. 


denied - employment 


medical treatment - nurse insufficiently 
Sympathetic toward female inmates 


extended to deportation 


stay in jail prior 
unlawful 
dental treatment - unnecessary extraction 


sick time forfeited 


insufficient staff - unable to have days off 
when requested 
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RESULT 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


rn 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in |. ; 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved. in 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. , 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


1207 


1208 


1209 


1210 


1211 


1212 


i213 


1214 


1215 


1216 


1277 


1218 


ret. 


220 


CPA, 


222 


1223 


1224 


229 


MILTON JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
NS 


bugs and, hairs. in. food 


bugs and hairs in food 
bugs and hairs in food 
bugs and hairs in food 
inadequate washing facilities 
food 

staff mistreatment 

transfer delayed 


Cee Siew ecm iT 


stalt inconsistency - 
etc. 


obtaining cigarettes, newspapers, 
medical treatment - doctor uncaring 
numerous minor complaints 

staff mistreatment - assaulted and harassed 
generally poor jail conditions 


deplorable general conditions 


personal property missing, toothpaste out- 
of-date 


medical treatment denied - library books 
needed replacement 
Stati imconsistency = correctional officer 


bothering inmate 
privileges 


Btatternconsistency — facilities, 


food unpalatable 


24. 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 
assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 
assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 
withdrawn 

withdrawn 


explanation given 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in |. 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


1226 
W227 


F220 
i229 


1230 
i234 
2 
1233 
1234 
ip seek) 


1236 


A237 


12332 


1232 
1240 


1241 


MILTON JAIL 


facilities inadequate - broken sink 


only one shower permitted per day 


Stare LUCOMSststency ==) Ty. and radio 
programs 

geen sete eons COnditions “ine uding 
overcrowding and poor food 


difficulty in relating to fellow inmates 


ESStr  ctions On. Writing paper 


medical treatment inadequate 


staff attitude impolite 
Mo Sconduct Convection Unfair 
toothpaste out-of-date 


not permitted to visit incarcerated brother 


JURISDICTION NOT DETERMINED 
unidentified complaint - reguest for help 


NORTH BAY JAIL 
WITHIN, JURISDECTION 


breakfast not served one morning 


doctor's order for extra liquids ignored by 


= + 
Sed 


feared injury because of 


sentence 


personal rape 


= (242 = 
RESULT 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolutions. tia. , 
favour governmental organization 


abandoned 


abandcned 


circumstances changed 


assisted Tesolut ton. 10 sae ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in | 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution sinew, ; 
Favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


abandoned 


withdrawn 


assisted =resoluLtron] ssn um. : 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


NORTH BAY JAIL 


NO. 

1242 allowed only four letters per week, eight 
sheets of writing paper 

1243 medical treatment lacking 

izut start .inconsistency -| harassment from 
Correctional Officers 

1245 medical treatment not rovided quickly; 
unable to_ rest during ay because aid 
doors are locked 

1246 staff inconsistency -. food thrown against 
wall, segregated unfairly 

1247 staff inconsistency 

° . Q 
1248 difficulty obtaining chy representation 


(See Detailed Summary # 
JURISDICTION NOT DETERMINED 
1249 general complaints 
ORANGEVILLE JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
1250 information request re transfer 


i> 1 transfer itadented to) institution in 
are 


OWEN SOUND JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


1252 staff inconsistency - matron upset 


unnecessarily 


Toronto 


inmate 


- 243 - 
RESULT 
assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 
assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


withdrawn 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


abandoned 


inquiry made 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


no solution identified 


NO. 


1253 


1254 


T2595 


1256 


1257 


Uren 


Laoo 


1260 


1261 


1262 


1263 


1264 


1207 


1268 


1269 


PARRY SOUND JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
SELLING SS RN TEER. STENT TD 


medication denied 


staff inconsistency - Correctional Officer 
assulted inmate with a key 
T.A.P. denied 
PERTH ab 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
lack of regular exercise period 


lack of recreation facilities 


lack of recreaticn programs 


food improperly prepared 


facilities inadequate - T.¥.'s constantly 


broken 

pens not available for letter writing 
T.A.P. denied - pre-release of 30 days 
staff inconsistency - too severely punished 
canteen - newspaper purchase 
transfer denied - overcrowding 
transier - incorrect reclassification 
pre-release 


T.A.-P. denied - 


start inconsistency - dealt With) Atoo 


severely 


food - getting worse 


- 244 - 


RESULT 


circumstances changed 


Withdrawn 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


in o 
organization 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution ine 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in | ; 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


Withdrawn 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


ndently resolved in 


complainant 


Hp 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


Withdrawn 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


1270 


a pe 


222 


243 


1274 


1275 


12.7.6 


ATE 


1278 


1279 


1280 


PETERBOROUGH JAIL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


rr cr ee ET 


medical treatment insufficient - medication 


for pain in leg 
harassment by correctional officer 


information request re visit to wife's grave 


information request -_ transfer to Cornwall 
Jail in order to be close to mother 

pushed. rby Ga correctional officer “= “leg 
injured 


ST. THOMAS JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


infrequency of showers - one every five days 


restricted diet of meat loaf while in 
segregation unnecessary 
facilities generally inadequate 
wanted to wear own clothes in jail - 
permissable for remand inmates to do so 
Stateeincorsistency -— unusual and unfair 
Sscuris measures taken to ensure inmate 
does not contact other prisoners 
SARNIA JAIL 
WITHIN JNRISDICTION 

institution issued shoes are painful 

1281 information request re status of transfer 


application 


= 2455 
RESULT 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


abandoned 
inguiry made 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


explanation given 


no solution identified 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant . 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


1282 


1283 


1284 


1283 


hZ386 


1287 


1288 


1289 


12910 


1291 medical 


transfer 


special 


SARNIA JAIL 


staff inconsistency - unfair segregation 


delayed from jail to correctional 


centre 


staff inconsistency - writing paper refused 


staff inconsistency - clothing change 
requirements 
not allowed to work in the kitchen or 
laundry 


transfer delayed 


staff mistreatment - abusive language 


transfer delayed 


diet denied - ulcer 


treatment - doctor and nurse refused 


+o see inmate 


1292 platform boots missing 


1293 statutory remission 


1294 T.A.P. 


1295 


OUTSIDE TIURISDTERION 


time - lost 3/4 of his 
time for unlawfully at large on 


being 
sbi INGLE 


SAULT STEw MARLEE JAIL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 
denied 


l ; @ .<2ncluding (denial sort 
medication, recreation procedure, visitin 
ta neyee POOL, £O0d estat ty attitudes, sy stat 
inspection of lawyer-client correspondence 


various. complaints 


- 246: - 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in |. 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in |. : 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


referred 


assisted resolution in |. ; 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


NO. 


1296 


1297 


22.8 


1299 


1300 


a30'1 


1302 


1303 


1304 


0305 


1306 


1307 


1308 


1309 


1310 


SIMCOtL JAIL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 
showers and change of clothes too infrequent 
transfer delayed 
did not receive eye glasses 


unable to send uncensored letter to MPP 
unopened 


information | request fre transfer and 
reclassification 


two showers a week insufficient 
transfer to correctional centre delayed 
loss of statutory remission time 


ersonality contlict., with correctional 
fo1cet 


P 
° 
over-crowding and inadequate facilities 


transfer delayed 


staff mistreatment re designation of work, 
availability of request fotms, interference 
Wath TeV. programs 


food of poor quality 
STRATFORD JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
medical treatment unsatisfactory 


information request -, sentenced prisoners 
not allowed canteen privileges 


- 247 - 
RESULT 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


inguiry made 


circumstances changed 
withdrawn 
withdrawn 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


abandoned 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. . 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


advice given 


RATF 


NO. 


1311 facilities inadequate - cells too cold, T.V. 
turned off at 9 p.m. on weekends 


1312 information request re date of transfer to 
Guelph Correctional Centre 


SUDBURY JAIL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


1313 prejudicial treatment by start 


1314 transfer approved unjustl to North Bay 
E Df 


Psychiatric Hospital 


1315 harassment and mistreatment by staff 


1316 medical treatment inadequate 


THUNDER BAY JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


1317 telephone privileges unfairly administered 


1318 recreational program unavailable 


1319 short tern se Ne incarcerated with those 


on long reman 


1320 T.A.P. denied 


1321 medical treatment inadequate 


trnal reclassification denied - removed 


1322 inte 
from school progran 


1323 staff inconsistency - not permitted to bring 


hearing documents into corridor area 


treatment unreasonable - 
another inmats 


1324 wished to speak to 


= 248° — 
RESULT 


circumstances changed 


inquiry made 


Withdrawn 


assisted resolution in . ; 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


1325 requested by Superintendent 


1326 


a32.] 


1328 


W329 


1330 


is 


3 3 2 


1333 


1334 


food eith2ar undercooked or 


medical 


not able 


THUNDER BAY JAIL 


to use as return 
address his not that of the 


eeu home address, 
a 


TORONTO JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


allegation of assault by 
ar 


: rectional 
Officers (See Detailed Summ ) 


Or 
y #43 


not 
(See 


order 
record 


chaatric 
e work 


iE yras) 
on in 
Summary # 


time spe 
indicated 
Detailed 


re Cte 


facilities inadequate - mice in cells 


overcooked 


delayed parole hearing 


insufficient changes of clothing 


treatment - eyeglasses need to be 


replaced 


broken not be replaced 


_ eyeglasses could 
until inmate 1s 


sentenced 


Lo cOMpLy Wich) T.A.P. <ceturn date 


ecause of incarceration 


1335 transfer delayed 


feobetrensier 


1337 medical 


Vea to Toronto Jail without 


ppro T 
nowledge o> approval 


a 
inmate's k 


myelogram shown to be 


<reatment - 
held at other 


necessary from prior records 
Correctional 2nStitution 


1338 assistance requested for transfer to Guelph 
GCozreceional Centre 

1339 information request te fears of being re- 
admitted to Toronto Jail 


oe ge 
RESULT 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


advice given 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


pi! 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


referred 


inquiry made 


NO. 


1340 


1341 


1342 


1343 


1344 


1345 


1346 


1347 


1348 


1349 


1350 


V3 


t3ao2 


1353 


1354 


1955 


AS50 


bow 


TORONTO JAIL 


assistance requested re transfer 
food - vegetarian diet not provided 


m2dical treatment - Mp e 


Surgery delayed 
inmate is sentenced 


assistance requested in obtaining copy of 


Martin's Criminal Code 


medical treatment unsatisfactory - personal 
property confiscated 


transfer denied to institution to 


sentence 


sertve 


incentive allowance denied for time spent in 
Toronto Jai 


Medical treatment denied 


staff inconsistency -_ not allowed guitars 
and amplifiers in Eel 


information requested re husband's status 
medical treatment unavailable for cuts 
psychiatric treatment ppate gate 

assaulted correctional officer 

medical treatment - denied methadone program 
drug addiction treatment inadequate 

proposal for additions to canteen list 
alleged assult by correctional officers 


information request - discharge date 


ee PSL 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


abandoned 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


Re ae in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in . : 
favour governmental organization 


abandoned 


inde eee e Tees ted in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 
assisted resolution in |... 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


inquiry made 


NO. 


1358 
too 
1360 
1361 


1362 


1363 
1364 
1365 
1366 


1367 


1368 
1369 


en0 
371 


eS 2 


1373 


TORONTO JAIL 


medical treatment + difficulty in obtaining 
glasses 

Submission of letter outlining ositive 
aspects of Toronto Jail (See fetal ed 


Summary #42) 


transfer delayed 


medical treatment not provided for abdominal 


complaint 


sentence calculated incorrectly 


assistance requested for internal 
reclassification 
T.A.P. denied - visit fiancee 
suggestion |) thatla “certain security door be 


kept shut to prevent inmates from harassing 
one another 


medical treatment - refusal to send for 
iedical» Fecords or to) periorm a needed 
operation 
Stari eel ncowsisrency PP provoca t7on b 
Correctional Officer and . medical treatmen 
unavailable 
medical treatment lacking + social worker 
unavailable 
correspondence not permitted between inmates 
at ditferent institutions 


medical treatment insufficient 
mail to Ombudsman read by Superintendent 


medical treatment not. available promptly in 
the case of emergencies 


medicai treatment inadequate 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 


Pee eh 


in 


favour governmental organization 


listened 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


independentl 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


referred 
assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


abandoned 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


abandoned 


assisted resolution 
favour governmenta 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


resolved in 


in ; ; 
organization 


= i ch One 
organization 


in ; ; 
organization 


Le : 
organization 


sei yA f 
organization 


in ; 
organization 


ann ; : 
organization 


Circumstances changed 


NO. 


1374 


1375 


1376 


1377 


1378 


1379 


1380 


13:84 


13382 


13:33 


1384 


1385 


1380 


1387 


1388 


13389 


1390 


43911 


TORONTO JALIL 


parole papers misplaced 


medical treatment inadequate - skin rash 


loss of personal property 


medical treatment - psychiatric assessment 
disregarded 

transfer from forestry camp. unfair and 
unjust 


medical treatment improper 


staff inconsistency - Correctional Officer 


assult and harassment 
assistance requested to transfer to Guelph 


staff inconsistency - inmate served cold 
food, lights left on 24 hours, clothing not 
provided 


medical treatment inadequate 

food quality and see se Mh ES Sats Beh Jee = 
medical treatment inadequate 
transfer delayed 

+ransfer delayed 


medical treatment denied - corrective 


surgery on knee 
unjust punishment 
medical treatment inadequate 


transfer request 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


withdrawn 

assisted resolution 
favour complainant 
assisted resolution 
favour governmental 
assisted resolution 


favour complainant 


explanation given 


circumstances chang 


independently resol 
favour complainant 


independently resol 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


abandoned 
assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


circumstances chang 


252°> 

Lie. ; 
organization 
in 

ine : 
organization 
in 

Dee i= 
organization 


ing } 
organization 


in 
in. ; 
organization 


i 2) 


ed 
ved in 
in 


ved 


in 


oBihy B 
organization 


ed 


NO. 


139.2 


i303 


1394 


1325 


1396 


SRY 


1398 


Usishe, 


1400 


1401 


1402 


1403 


1404 


1405 


1406 


TORONTO JAIL 


médical treatment - sexual problems 


staff aA on ate Laney - ex-inmate allowed to 
visit present inmate 


medical treatment - refused sleeping pills 
kicked 


treatment unreasonable - had been 


during epileptic fits 

medical treatment - wanted to see own doctor 
inmate's life believed to be endangered 
Wanted transfer to 0.C.1. for treatment 


beaten up by inmates 


in visiting room while 
held by staff 


staff inconsistency - inmate not given 
breakfast 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
concern regarding outcone of eourt 
proceedings on charge of escape 
wages iost during_ seven 


SOnpe Rea eon for ¥ 
month period awaiting trial in custody 


Taterer delayed =~ sCliList mas 


‘ Webco eee NOT DETERMINED 
illegible complaint 


VANIER CENTRE FOR WOMEN 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
iverNverlie 


delayed - employment 


T.A.e~P. denied 


mo Pek 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. ! 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


referred 
advice given 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


1411 


1412 


1413 


1414 


1415 


1416 


1417 


1418 


1419 


VANIER CENTRE FOR WOMEN 


SF ERECT KOTOR CARELESS OA SG SE SATA EEE OT 


wanted lover transferred to cottage 


staff inconsistency SS leyying harsh 
punishment for institutional miSconduct 


clerk failed to properly record deposits 
made to trust account : 


staff ple haste - activities suspended 
unnecessarily for drug search 


assistance . requested = internal 
reclassification 


T.A.P. denied - suspicion of drug possession 


staff inconsistency = discrepancy in 
misconduct dispositions given to inmates 


staff inconsistency - placed in segregation 
unnecessarily 


correspondence sent from Vanier to Millbrook 
inmate returned without explanation 


T.A.P. - wanted to work in another city 


information request re T.A.P. application 
procedure - employment 


WALKERTON JALIL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


a a RS SES 


dental treatment for aching gums not 
provide 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


wanted transfer to other jail 


RESULT 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


2340— 


ine¥) 
organization 
el dae : 
organization 


ie ; 
organization 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


in J * 
organization 


eS 
organization 


In vee ; 
organization 


in 


in 


inquiry made/referred 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


inquiry made 


WHITBY JAIL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION ae 2550s 
EAGLE LEI LEE EPRI TOON MEIN SE IS i ETS 
NO. RESULT 
1420 T.A.P. denied - pre-release assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 
1421 medical treatment - improper attention given assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 
1422 T.A.P. denied - employment assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 
1423 facilities inadequate - clothing issue circumstances changed 
deplorable 
1424 information request re” transfer, release inquiry made 
date possible 
1425 staff inconsistency - put in segregation withdrawn 
without explanation 
1426 transfer to Kingston Penitentiary delayed assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 
1427 transfer to Toronto Jail to face charges independently resolved in 
delayed favour complainant 
1428 refusal to clean living quarters resulted in assisted resolution in | : 
unjust punishment favour governmental organization 
1429 medical treatment insufficient - medication assisted resolution in 
for pain favour complainant 
1430 assistance requested for transfer to independently resolved in 
G.A.T.U. favour complainant 
1431 medical treatment inadequate circumstances changed 
1432 failure to file appeal papers assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 
WINDSOR JAIL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
1433 transfer to institution delayed independently resolved in 
favour complainant 
1434 pregnant. inmate wished cell door left open independently, resolved in 
during dayein order: tosrest favour complainant 
1435 inmate required to pay for dental treatment independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


NO. 


1436 medical 


1437 


1438 medical 


1439 medical 
un fasc 


1440 


1441 


1442 


1443 


1444 


1445 


1446 


14u7 


1448 


medical 


and 


treatment 


treatment 


treatment 


treatment - 


WINDSOR JAIL 


inadequate 


inadeguate 


inadequate 


nurse on duty abusive 


did not want to be transferred any more 


COMMUNITY RESOURCE CENTRE 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


-equested an interview 


i 


O 


i 
R 


ae 
- 
e 


s 
C. 


equipment not 


provided at Red Lake 


ONTARIO BOARD OF PAROLE 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


information request re obtaining parole 


parole denied 


wanted to appear at Parole Board hearing 


wanted investigation into reasons paroie was 
denied 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


information request 


assistance regarding a parole 


=o Oe 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in, 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in . ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 
assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted ‘resolution La 


favour complainant 


JD)! ae 
organization 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


referred 


inquiry mnade/referred 


NO. 


1449 


1450 


1451 


1452 


1453 


1454 


1455 


1456 


1457 


1458 


1459 


MINISTRY OF 
CULTURE & RECREATION 
ES ETE AIS ESSE APOE BIS GT RTE 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


delay in receiving reimbursement from 
M2 nESt By 


financial. . support lacking fos small 
community libraries 


alleged illegal acquisition of newspapers 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


defects contained in School Boards and 
Teachers Collective Negotiations Act 


ONTARIO LOTTERY CORPORATION 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


Wintario book of tickets not in accordance 
arpa random selection (See Detailed Summary 


information request re Wintario 


inconvenience of proving identity to claim 
lottery prize 


winning Wintario ticket destroyed 
application for employment denied 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
Wintario. profits should be used ie) 
counterbalance recent hospital cutbacks 


lotteries harmful to habitual ganbiers 


= 25/ - 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution i 


n 
favour governmental organization 


referred 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


referred 


assisted resolution in. . 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 
assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


1460 


1401 


1462 


1463 


1464 


1465 


1466 


1467 


1468 


1469 


1470 


1474 


172 


1473 


1474 


MINISTRY OF 
EDUCATION 


WITHIN JORISDICTION 


refusal to issue a teaching certificate 


delay in hearing from Ministry 


i n ¥ regarding 
upgraded teaching certificate 


refusal to grant financial assistance under 
Program "60" 

information request - how to set up a 
private school 

Islam image is distorted in some school 


textbooks 


delay in letter of authorization to teach in 
Ontarl1o 


inequities suffered due to in 


changes 
Teacher Pension Plan 


feared there was something on file that was 


blocking her endeavourS in obtaining a 
DOSi +2 00 
more comprehensive insurance policy 
available (See Detailed Summary #47) 
contizued suspension . of teaching 
certiticates “die to”™ conviction in U.5. 
court (See Detailed Summary #49) 


of standing arbitrarily denied 


no credit for accumulated sick leave credits 
On retirenen® 


position due 


difficulty in securing teachin 
approval and 


to suspension of documents o 
adversé criticism in file 


obtaining teaching certification 


refusal tou orant permanent Reecband 
certificate to non-Canadian (See Detaile 
Summary #48) 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


referred 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 
abandoned 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


7g ita Ue 


in 


<n. 


in f 
organization 


ia oe . 
organization 
ans ae 
organization 
Tie ; 
organization 

rn 


in 


ihe : 
organization 


in . . 
organization 

eB pie ay 
organization 


in ; ‘ 
organ IZacLon 


NO. 


1475 


1476 


1477 


1478 


1479 


1480 


1481 


1482 


1483 


1484 


MINISTRY OF 
EDUCATION 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


legislation governing equivalency of 
educational. uae ace Sie ne discriminates 
against Registered Industrial Accountants 


Uitain hiring practices 


reduction of . capital COSt = grant fOr 
construction of French language School (See 
Detailed Summary #45) 


reduction, of capital COSty “crane for 
construction of French language School (See 
Detailed Summary #45) 


decision of Cabinet not to fund private 
schools in Province unjust 


andds = concernin electoral provisions 
nder Education Ac 


SxOrbitant cost of education 


refusal to allow religions other than Roman 


Catholic to establish own schools 


ineligibility for cash gratuity payment 


testing of attitude prior to studying French 


should be discontinued 


1485 unfair pension benefits 


1486 


discrimination against mobile home owners 
under Education Act 


TEACHER'S SUPERANNUATION 
COMMISSION 


Meer SS STEER E ELE DELLA DIE STONE) DEOL I ODS RELI IA LENE ECOL ETE! 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


1487 commission request for interest pagent on 


money refunded in error (See etailed 


Summary #46) 


pa PRED 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


explanation given 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


TEACHER'S SUPERANNUATION 
COM 


MISSION t= 


NO. RESULT 


1488 pension deductions declared non-refundable assisted resolution 2nie, 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


MINISTRY OF 
——ENERGY 


QUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


1489 Government should establish a central energy 


1490 


1491 


1492 


1493 


1494 


1495 


1496 


1497 


1498 


1499 


1500 


authority - especially for petroleun 
ONTARIO 
WITHIN JORISDICTION 


inadequate compensation for costs incurred 
during O.E.B. hearing 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


discrepancies in gasoline prices 


QNTARIO HYDRO 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


disconnected service for non-payment of 
account 


ordered to vacate trailer park 


dam responsible for erosion of two to four 
acres of land over past 36 years (See 
Detailed Summary #50) 


hydro Unwilling to provide Service to barn 


information request re right of survey and 
work crews to énter private property 


contamination of water due to treatment o 
hydro pole with chemical (See Detailed 
Summary #51) 


decision concerning property trade 


information request re unnecessary 
enforcement of regulations 


overcharged for construction work 
(See Detailed Summary #53) 


ae Oe 
RESULT 


explanation given 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


referred 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in | ; 
favour governmental organization 


explanation given 


assisted resolution LA 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry made 


explanation given 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


1501 
1502 
1503 
1504 


1505 


1506 


4507 


1508 
1509 


1510 


1511 


Nod2 
1513 


1514 


1515 


ONTARIO HYDRO 


believed hydro meter was malfunctioning 


no action taken on charges of iliegal 
distribution of approved electrical 
equipment 

not compensated fully for approved hydro 
contract work 
easement crowded by hydro ote which are 


improperly placed 
placement of power lines 


delay 


in receiving refund on capital 
contribution 
termination of lease 
_worried about spouse's pension being 
inadequate 


excessive fee charged on lamps produced as a 
hobby 


request for hydro supply 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


Eee See compensation for expropriated 


property 


hydro required for township 


expropriation dispute 


authorized to be 
however, hydro re rey 
Detailed Summary #52) 


employment ee union, 
him a position (See 


fe compensation for expropriated 
an 


=e Oe 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


Ta 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 

favour governmental organization 
independently resolved in 

favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in |. ; 
favour governmental organization 


referred 


referred 
referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


1316 


n517 


1518 


ao 


1520 


fo2 1 


22 


25 


1526 


27 


ez 3 


Sa) 


1530 


T ENVIRONMENT 


denial of sewage and water services 


due to 
reduced grants 


dust and traffic problems resulting from 
Sewer construction jo 

refusal to grant subsidy on cost of Sewer 
installation 

dela st settling amounts owing as, the 
result of: an easmént sold to the Ministry 
in 


lowered ground water level due to 


nearb 
gravel pit ! 


financial loss due to sale 


S40 of neighbour's 
Property to Ministry 


information to fill hole on 


request - how 
property 


information request - relocation of easement 


information request - easement required in 
area 

dL POuLry 20 Ses ee a payment for an 
easement (See Detailed Summary #56) 
leakage of sewage due to a faulty septic 
tank system 
lack of sewage system constituted a health 
problen 

failure oe) include restrictions on 


certificate of approval 


onse to a request for financial 


delay in tes 
or well construction 


assistance 


change in location of land fill access road 


20 


RESULT 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


abandoned 


referred 


inguiry made 


inguiry made 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved 
favour complainant 


abandoned 


NO. 


1531 


1532 


1333 


1534 


SiS es) 


1536 


15377 


1538 


ooo 


1540 


1541 


1542 


1543 


1544 


1545 


1546 


_ to governmen 


Ontario 


MINISTRY OF 
THE ENVIRONMENT 


because new 


home improvements impossible, 
level (See 


sewer waS above basement drain 
Detailed Summary #54) 


low water p 
u 


ssure and inadequate water 
nul vee OS 
#55) 


re 
bdivision (See Detailed Summary 


delay in answering letter 
promotion withheld due to discrimination 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


ES 


delay in om uecs of municipal sewer due 


austerity program 


easement-payment unresolved and land 
restoration unsatisfactory 
failure to control burning of garbage at 


waste disposal site 


loss of Tander Deposi* 


refusal to_compensate for backed up sewers 
caused while inistry performing cleaning 
operations 

request assistance in filing claim under 


Public Works Creditors Payment Act 


bottle refunds unfair to small store owners 


prevented from participating in, Ministry 
contract work 

lack of water supply 

appealing rejection of “installation of 
sewage system 

wanted a gece on the merits and 
requirements of pollution tests 


Water Resources 
affected creek 


Commission lagoons 


- 264 - 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


explanation given 
inguiry made 
inquiry made 
explanation given 


referred 


independently. resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


endepedden ty pegs ad in 
favour complainant 


explanation given 
explanation given 


inquiry made/referred 


ALES DRY. OF 
THE ENVIRONMENT 


1547 expressed concern over Ministry report 


RESULT 


referred 


265 


MINISTRY OF 
GOVER S 


NO. 


WITHIN JURIS e) 


1548 unable to obtain information about Lots D 
Concession and a book. entitled ‘Indians o 
Ontario' (See Detailed Summary # 


1549 delay in receiving replacement for lost 
cheque 

\e5G5 unigir. removal of "Bid Bonds') Erom » Bid 
tendering process involved in application 


for government contracts 


1551 forced to sell land with resulting financial 
loss (See Detailed Summary #60) 


1552 delay in. payment of holiday and 
superannuation monies 
1553 delay in completion of Jand purchase 


(See Detailed Summary #60) 


1554 refused permission to cash payroll savings 


plan bonds prior to termination of 
employment 

1555 inadequate pension 

1550 felt his small per ces of land had been 
obtained under false pretenses 

1557 excessive delay in transferring pensionable 
service 

1558 inadequat2= pension 

1559 denial of insurance benefits 

1560 section 16 of Public Service Superannuation 
Act £00 Destrictive. with Pregard Sto jre- 
2m plo ed provincial superannuates (See 
Detailed Summary #57) 

1261. no (reply to correspondence concerning 
pension benefits 

1562 delay in receiving full pension payments 


ae Om 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


recommendation denied 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


abandoned 


abandoned 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


asSisted Tesoluviz on in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resoived in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


1563 


1504 


1565 


1566 
1567 


1568 


1569 


1570 


A A 


aoT2 


i573 


1574 


i hey fe. 


7G 


1DT 7 


MINISTRY OF 
GOVERNMENT SERVICES 


arrears for war service should be based ona 


different salar level S i 
SURE Ty: F642} y (See Detailed 
allowed only 22 years pensionable credits 
after work (See Detailed 


45 ears of 
Summary #58} 


refused to acce t pension credits after 


three month lay o 
denied application to make up payments 
discriminatory pension policy 


sal to grant pension benefits under 


ic Service Superannuation Act 


Orn 
y=; 


ola Oe ap ee eyo Wy oy, en ce Ea back public service 
Superannuation credits 


dismissal contrary to Public Services 


loss of employment due to age discrimination 
at reachitg age of 70 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


memoranda that could be detrimental retained 
in personnel file 


regulations. in the Superannuation Act 
created an injustice 
Public Service Superannuation Act did not 


allow transfer of pension credits 


income restrictions applyin to pensioners 
who return to work were unclear 


war related work as 
an in-service military 
public service 


employees performin 
eivitaane. ratner: 11 
personnel not eligible for 
Superannuation benefits 


Public Service Superannuation Act 


discriminates because of age 


—- 267 - 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in | 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


an 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


Bibel 
favour governmental organization 


advice given 

referred 

inguiry made/referred 

assisted resolution in 

favour governmental organization 


referred 


in 
organization 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


MINISTRY OF 
OVERNME 


NO. 


1578 requested intervention in the decision to 
demolish the 1846 building at 999 Queen 
St.W. (See Detailed Summary #61) 


1579 inadequate compensation for land 
expropriation 


1580 unsatisfactory expropriation offer 
UT E_J 


1581: dissatisfaction with Public Service 
Superannuation Act 


1582 dissatisfaction with Public Service 
Superannuation Act 


RESULT 


inguiry made 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


ZOGm= 


NO. 


1383 


1584 


a565 


1586 


1587 


1588 


1539 


15990 


159'1 


1992 


1593 


1594 


SRE, 


1596 


“pe a | 


MINISTRY OF 
— HEALTH 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


premature 


I from 
hospitals 


discharge psychiatric 


application for boarding home licence denied 


because of previous See experience, felt 
r 


she should be exempted Om writing R.N. 
exam 
information requested re 


rma t difficulties in 
obtaining registration as RNA 


employment records held by Ministry made job 
Search diftticult 


ial in receiving Senior Citizen's 
Privilege card 
inability to review a complaint prior to 
July 14, 1975 


information request - redress for legal and 
other expenses incurred during appea 


information reguest re obtaining finances 
for a homemaker 
delay in ayment of holiday and 


Superannuation monies 
unfaix dismissal from nursing home 


unjustly dismissed from  medical_consultant 
position (See Detailed Summary # 


heey in receiving Senior Citizens Privilege 
car 


general concerns raised about the vitamin 
issue 
complaint dismissed by Health Disciplines 


Board 


= 9209) i= 
RESULT 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 
assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in | 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in | ; 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made 


inguiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in. é 
favour governmental organization 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


pel fel 


1599 
1600 
1601 
1602 
16003 
1604 
1605 
1606 
1607 
1608 


16009 


1610 
1644 
1612 


ones 


BINISTRY OF 
HEALTH 


delay in _building 
financial loss to 
Summary #66) 


project resulting in 
contractor (See Detailed 


information request re 


: competency in filing 
for divorce 


job. .resignation unopposed by Ministry 
eLiicials 


information request re financial assistance 


fOr dasa 0111 y 


unable to obtain retroactive refund for drug 
prescription under Drug Benefit Plan 


medical Beat of teeth extraction in 
hospital (See Detailed Summary #72) 
phen iy. Lo get financial information 


regarding nursing homes 


re-evaluation of _minimum qualifications may 
have disqualified hin 


victim of injustice 


misconduct on. the part of the Registrar of 
Board of Administrators under Embalmers and 
Funeral Directors Act 


little reaction concerning research paper on 
diabetes 


information request - acupuncture 


information request - complaint procedure 


for hazardous work materia 


information request - contact with Addiction 


Research Foundation 


inadequate compensation Lor private 


ambulance service 


dissatisfaction with drug benefits program 


ee 0 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


explanation given 
withdrawn 
inguiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in | 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


abandoned 


abandoned 


abandoned 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


inquiry made 

inquiry made/referred 
inquiry made/referred 
assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


MINISTRY OF 
HEALTH 


NO. 


1614 information request regarding post-operative 
home care 


1615 alleged favouritism in awarding of ambulance 
services contract 


1616 issuance of nursing home licence 


1617 information request - ministerial policy and 
Chiron. ec psyGhaatric patients 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


1618 low priority given training of osteopaths in 
Ontario 


1619 objections to "capitation" program 


1620 discriminatory hiring for 


practices 
ambulanc2 driver attendant 


fo21 lack of chronic care facilities in Marathon 


eh OSel 


1622 incorrect pay cheque 


no23 pavaene Pou Le Locating. icOSts, = home nox 
abitable due to radiation contamination 

1624 legislation re health disciplines allowed 
regulatory bodies to Peat lacences to 
qualified practitioners in he interest of 
Maintaining a professional monopoly 

1625 dissatisfied with financial cut-backs to 
hospitals 

1626 drug benefit plan effective two months after 
retirement 

16027 i nab ia as treatment available for mentally 
1 

1628 dela in answer as. to the Sth of two 
members of the Chiropody Review Committee 


who were also on the board of Regents 


So hl 
RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


20 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry made/referred 


advice given 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 
referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


referred 
referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


MINISTRY OF 
—_—_HEALTH 


NO. 


1629 hospital budget cut-backs 


JURISDICTION NOT DETERMINED 


a A OS el 


1630 no complaint specified 


BROCKVILLE PSYCHIATRIC 
HOSPITAL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


a a eed 


1631 discriminatory hiring practices 
1632 unjustly not hired 


1633 complainant 


mistreated and 
taken 


finger prints 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


1634 incident occurred during |. treatment of 
patient that involved altering the records 
which could reflect on professional 


competence of doctor 
HAMILTON PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


1635 general care inadequate 
LAKEHEAD PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


1636 est fOr renoval fron behaviour 


gu¢ ; 
ification program 


re 
nod 


1637 aoe confinement and treatment (See 
Detailed Summary #76) 


ct PAN 


RESULT 


referred 


listened 


assisted resolution siti 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


listened 


advice given 


assisted resolution ite f 
favour governmental organization 


independently, resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. 4 
favour governmental organization 


1638 


1639 


1640 


1641 


1042 


1643 


1644 


1645 


1646 


1647 


1648 


1649 


LAKESHORE PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


unsatisfactory medical treatment 


inadequat? staff Peper reson of patient (See 
Detailed Summary #69) ' 


alleged confinement not legal 


daughter's escape from hospital and 
hepa aia Suicide (See Detailed Summary 
assistance requested in obtaining release 


from hospita 


facilities inadequate - 
observations regarding 
patients, fire hazards 


including specific 
separation of 


circumstances 


C concerning 
committal 


involuntary 


patient supervision inadequate resulting in 
son's escape and subsequent suicide 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
staff mistreatment - forced committal 


involuntary patient refused 
leave (See Detailed Summary # 


pe raeeee en to 
9) 


LONDON PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


LS 


information request - why transferred toa 
correctional Centre and why letters not 
answered 

and 


staff mistreatment, abusive behaviour 
interference with mail 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 


withdrawn 


2 3. 


ie hata F 
organization 


ae 


Fie 
organization 


in 
in ; 
organization 


an. 
organization 


Lees 
organization 


in 


NO. 


1650 


1651 


1652 


1653 


1654 


Uses) 


1650 


1657 


1696 


1659 


1660 


1661 


1662 


1663 


1664 


1665 


MENTAL HEALTH CENTRE 
- PENETANGUISHENE 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 
transfer delayed 
wanted medication stopped 


attacked and beaten unconscious by staff 


start 
used 


inconsistency - unnecessary force 


illegal committal 
use of patient therapists 


restriction of business visits when patient 
undergoing active treatment 


being drugged by devious means 


transfer to Queen St. Mental Health Centre 


delayed without explanation 


assistance reguested in getting son's 


medical records 


chemical toilets should be removed from w 


ard 
during meal time (See Detailed Summary #68) 


correspondence to lawyer tampered with 


difficulties in obtaining a transfer from 


therapy to work area 
transter denied to other mental hospital 


no 


anaesthetic used Spee local surgery, 
shock treatments caused 1088 


of memory 


personal property aislaid 


- 274 - 
RESULT 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in, 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in § 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry made 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


Se eee ess resolution 


Tid gm Be f 
avour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


NO. 


1666 
1667 
1668 
1669 
1670 
1671 


1672 


1673 
1674 


16°75 


1676 


information 


refused to release documents to 


held unnecessarily in centre 


request - transfer to regional 


transfer delayed 


information request = ward duties 
overlapping onto personal therapy program 


dvEticuity coping with new 


environment - complaints not Specific 


information request -_ patient _ being held on 
authority of Specially amended warrant 


extreme penalty for horseplay in the ward 
internal relocation unjustified 


interferences during  ginliriend™s 


physical abuse by staff 


1677 loss of privileges 


16078 


1679 


1680 


1681 


1682 


desire for transfer to less secure facility 


information request - visiting procedures at 
Oak Ridge Cenfre 


transfer denied 


unusually rough treatment in MAP program 
(See Detailed Summary #65) 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


assistance requested in obtaining release 


ys fs) 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry madé 
independently resolved in 
favour complainant 

advice given 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


inquiry made 
assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution in |. ; 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


advice given 


NO. 


1683 


1684 


1685 


1686 


1687 


1088 


1689 


1690 


1691 


1692 


16923 


1694 


1695 


MENTAL HEALTH CENTRE 
- PENETANGUISHENE 


information request - next Review Board 
Hearing, medical and legal assistance 
third Pe eEY complaint that certain 
individua was not certifiable and ought 
not to b2 kept in hospital 

third party was attacked and beaten 
unconscious 

medical treatment for purposes of court 


evidence denied 


NORTH PAY PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


patient's mail censored, patient force-fed 


assistance 


: requested in 
ciothing 


recovering missing 


requested discharge from and 


: ; hospital 
location in a home in Toronto 


social deprivation program 


QN EEN STREET MENTAL 
HEALTH CENTRE 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


admission incorrect 
use of psycho-surgery 


Bug RO Ses transfer to Penetanguishene (See 


etailed Summary #64 


unjustified transfer to Penetanguishene (See 
Detailed Summary #64 


medical treatment inadequate 


2 Om 
RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


abandoned 


inguiry made 


referred 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


abandoned 


assisted resolution. 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


QUEEN STREET MENTAL 
HEALTH CENTRE 


NO. 


1696 assistance requested to replace dentures 


Siisy t HOMAS, PSYCHIATRIC 


HOSPITAL 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


1697 correspondence illegally opened before it is 
sent ne hospital, unable to make _ phone 
calls (See De ailed Summary #74) 


1698 general 


proplens connected with period of 
committa 


WHITBY PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


1699 possible negligence in father's death 


1700 problems adjusting to out-patient status 


1701 unjust committal - resultant bankruptcy 


1702 poisonous medicine administered by staff 


1703 personal property withheld 


1704 forceful administration of drugs 


renewal of) certificate of involuntary 


admission 


a705 


ONTARIO HEALTH 
INSURANCE PLA 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


1706 premium assistance 


application delayed (See 
Detailed Summary #70) 


ambulance transfer charges 


1707 refusal to pay 
( 24° Summary 


See Detail= 
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RESULT 


assisted resolution in. } 
favour governmental organization 


goo 2 ed resolution 


in ; 
avour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


inguiry made/referred 
explanation given 


refused to 


investigate 
or further 


investigate 


refused to 


investigate 
Or fLusther 


investigate 


refused to 


investigate 
or further 


investigate 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


1708 


1709 


1710 


1711 


ViV2 


Lads 


A714 


le 


1716 


Vt 


1718 


719 


1720 


1721 


WW2zZ 


TP 


1724 


ONTARIO HEALTH 
IWSURANCE PLAN 


delay in receipt of payment 


parece accident settlement appropriated by 


payment from OHIP overdue because of 


receipt of claims cards 


non- 


Paap BSS of certain codes on recent claim 
cards 


difficulties, in receiving, mail and having 


premium remittances cashe 
information request - insurance coverage 


no OHIP coverage provided 


for hydrothera 
institut? : PY 


cancelled subscription but deductions still 


taken off salary 


delay in payneny of OS ae atc clain 


(Seé Detailéd Summary #7 


information request - coverage of common-law 
spouse 


information request - OHIP and 


; coverage 
doctors services 


information request - medical coverage 
delay in receiving refund for premiums paid 


assistance requested in establishing 
axistence of coverage and reimbursement for 
ambulance charges 


application, for premium assistance delayed 
in processing 


Ae 


assistance needed with regard to unpaid 
doctor's bill 
request explanation for lack of coverage 


under plan 
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RESULT 


independently resolved 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 
inquiry made/referred 


independently resolved 
favour complainant 


independently. resolved 
favour complainant 


independently resolved 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


abandoned 


withdrawn 


in 


BH. are : 
organization 
2 gee ; 
organization 


alk ih woe ; 
organization ~ 


in 


in 


in 


ONTARIO HEALTH 
INSURANCE PLAN 


NO. 


eesti bat it for missionaries on assignment 
Rares Of Canada (See Detailed Simmary 
PRS 


dela ripe SNe for medical 


t _and hospital 
costs (See Detailed Summary 3) 


1727 needed premium assistance 


i728 "particular institute of hydrotherapy not 
covered 

1729 payment of large sum from the costs awarded 
as "ay result of ‘civil “action 

1730 information request - financial assistance 
SOL Chronic edmission 

1731 refusal to pay for medical expenses 

1732 unable to obtain refund for over-payment 

1733 not reimbursed for double coverage (See 
Detailed Summary #75) 

av38 anformation request - entitlement of 
coverage for student abroad 

1735 refused to pay for Visits in’ “another 
province 

1736 information reguest - explanation_as to why 
a Sizeable remittance was required 

1737 nursing home care required by elderly couple 

1738 additional $10 payment required, must have 
been an accounting error 

1739 mix-up of premium numbers 

1740 non-settlement of out-of-provinc2 clain 


=e Se 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in |. 
favour governmental organization 


Withdrawn 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made/referred 
assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 
independently, resolved in 
avour complainant 
inquiry made 
independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in | F 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


1744 


142 


1743 


1744 


1745 


1746 


1747 


1748 


1749 


1750 


Iwo 


ONTARIO HEALTH 
INSURANCE PLAN 


information request - termination of 


coverage and refund of advance payment 


refusal to pay for claims that were over six 
months old 


information requested re responsibility ina 
medical malpractice suit 


r2fused to pay amount of clain 
no coverage for crthodontic work 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


d2ni2zd coverage because mistakenly assumed 
Ontario residéncy requirement not Satisfied 


premium increases unfairly affect pay-direct 
GCORCHLDULOLTS 


refusal to of the removal of 


pay cost 
tattoos 
reimbursement for Florida medical bills 


assistance requested re appeal procedures 


salar oa a bill because of single coverage 
when rec2ipts shows family coverage 


refused coverage for tooth extraction 
+o obtain premium assistance 


increase in order to 


1 premiums in 
Cost Of abortvon 


—'2 Ue 


RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in, 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant ; 


assisted resolution in |. : 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


WY bade) 


1756 


ce Psy | 


1753 


AT59 


1760 


1761 


02 


1763 


1764 


1765 


1766 


1767 


17608 


03 


“WET ee) 


Neat 


MINISTRY OF 
HOUSING 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


searing requested in regaining rights to 
an 


difficulty in obtaining building permit 
problems with land transactions 


unable to ‘sell land if building -permit 
refused 


refusal of grant under Ontario Home Renewal 
Program (Se Detailed Summary #81) 


refused land severance permissions 
denial of property severance 


land severance granted and then appealed by 
Map ieery 


ineligibility for Home Renewal Grant 
delay in Ministry's response to lawyer 
unfair value for sold property 


house built under H.O.M.E. program poorly 
constructed 


Niagara Escarpment Development Permit denied 
delay in granting of development permit 
information request - land title 


unable to obtain building permit due to lack 
of proof r2 amendment to zoning order 


information request — proposed amendment to 
FOUL Grorder 


a PRE Ee 


RESULT 


withdrawn 
independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


recommendation denied 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in, 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


abandoned 
independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 


: NO. 


Tih 
WI eS: 


1774 


T= 


1776 


era 


W778 


Wie 


1780 


) 1781 


1732 


1/82 


1784 


1785 


MINISTRY OF 
HOUSING 


transfer of mining clain 
re-zoning of subdivision 


denied building permit 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


denial of loan and grant under Ontario Home 
Renewal Program (See Detailed Summary #85) 


information request - sale of apartment 
buildings to Ministry for use as low rental 
housing 


formula employed by North Pickering 


buy-back 
anftaiT 


Project 


buy-back 


) formula employed by North Pickering 
Project 


unfair 


endorsement OL Ministry cheque for 
improvements 


zoning amendment (See 


Ministerial denial of 
Detailed Summary #84 


administration of Home Renewal. Program and 


distribution “of funds controlled “by yrone 
person working at municipal level 
offered to purchase land at an 


unsatisfactory price 


too difficult financially to 


repay Ontario 
Home Renewal Plan loan 


ONTARIO HOUSING CORPORATION 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


housing application rejected 


unfair hiring practices 


ee ome 
RESULT 


abandoned 
independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in: 
favour complainant 


referred 


explanation given 


explanation given 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


1786 


787 


1788 


1789 


1790 


1791 


oe 


(PRESS) 


1794 


HAS Be. 


726 


L797 


UN FAERs: 


1799 


1800 


1801 


1802 


1803 


ONTARIO HOUSING CORPORATION 


housing application rejected 
housing application rejected 


information 
application for 


pce re denial of 
fe) 


using 
Suitable housing placement denied 


information request - location on waiting 
list and qualification point system used 


transfer to higher floor delayed 
denied reimbursement for water damage. 


third |. medical examination required to 
determine be EEE Osment eligibility (See 
Detailed Summary #82) 


delay in housing placement 


dela in obtaining accommodation - severe 


astnmaric condition 


dela 
cen 


in obtaining one bedroom apartment in 


ral Toronto 


OHC tenants harassing private homeowner 


<ehancy agreement terminated unfairly 


repairs long overdue 


noise caused by air conditioners 


inability to collect back wages - verbal 
agreement not honoured 

confusion over amount of rent rebated 
following rent review hearing 

substandard construction-high noise level 


between apartments 
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RESULT 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inguiry made/referred 


circumstances changed 


inquiry made 
assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in | 
favour governmental organization 
independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


circumstances changed 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in | 
favour governmental organization 
assisted resolution in 

favour complainant 

withdrawn 

assisted resolution in | 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


1804 


1805 


1806 


1807 


1808 


1809 


1319 


1811 


ae he 


Conus 


1814 


1815 


1816 


18547 


1818 


1819 tenant placement nov 


aye ae 


ONTARIO HOUSING CORPORATION 


deiay in housing placement 


Giftacurry in obtaining housing 
accommodation 
transfer to move suitable housing unit 
delayed 


wished change of accommodation 


request assistance in clarifying tenancy 
probien 

questions | concerning conditions of 
employment with Housing Authority 
assistance requested in ascertaining when 
transfer to more suitable location will 
take place 
misunderstanding over allowance of pets in 


building led to eviction notice 
wished accommodation in or near North York 


for housing should be approved 
y this Length of tine 


unable to obtain suitable accommodation 


rs to house purchased from corporation 
not completed (See Detailed Summary 


eriod given for repayment of arrears 


OOM S lO use 


unusually LOng) sWaiec - fon in 


placement 
suitable housing 


unable to meet 


tenant unemployed and 
arrears (See 


deadline for payment of rent 
Detailed Summary #86) 


secured in preferred 


uilding 


RESULT 


284 - 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


in : 
organization 


in 


in, , 
organization 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


inguiry made 


inquiry made 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


referred 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


in ; : 
organization 


in ; 
organization 


in 


in ; ’ 
organization 


in 


in 


pls 


NO. 


1820 


1821 


1822 


to23 


1824 


1825 


1825 


S27 


1828 


1629 


1830 


i331 


eee 


1833 


1834 


1835 


ONTARIO HOUSING CORPORATION 


transfer to more conveniently located 
ee area denied (See Detailed Summary 


tenant placement denied - reasons not given 
denial of housing 

quality of people living in OHC projects 
delays in securing accommodation 

delay in transfer to senior citizen unit 


irs necessary to prevent sewage flooding 


repa 
nto basement 


ae 


information request eee O ae acy, of 
withholding rent until repairs done 

he in answering complaint regarding 
outstanding house repairs 
unnecessary probing and verification of 


information 


must pay back 


e adjusted rate of rent over 
short period of time 


unfair rule not to allow pets in highrise 


buildings 
settlement of outstanding accounts 


application cancelled 


refusal to pay unjustified increase in rent, 
could cause eviction 


wanted transfer to a to 


building nearer 
doctor . 


= 20o0= 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 


aii 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 
abandoned 
abandoned 


independently, resolved in 
favour complainant 


in 


assisted resolution ; ; 
organization 


favour governmental 


acsisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in | : 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


1836 


1637 


1838 


1839 


1840 


1841 


1842 


1843 


1844 


1845 


1646 


1847 


1848 


transfer of 


information requested - 


rejection 


undue 


ONTARIO HOUSING CORPORATION 


OUTSIDE JORISDICTION 


housing application denied due to refusal of 


first olrer 


tenant making excessive noise -. in OHC 
apartment 
refused accommodation 
delay in receiving accommodation 

concerned that building projects not 
conforming to local official plan 


housing unit delayed 


assistance Obtaining public 


requested in 
housing 


required to ay rental arrears due to 


housing authority error 


! low cost housing in 
Brockville 


of a pplication for three bedroom 
accommodation and subsidy to pay rent 


JURISDICTION NOT DETERMINED 


no complaint specified 


ONTARIO MORTGAGE CORPORATION 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


hydro bills (See Detailed 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


gener in proceedings re ownership of 
u 


apartment ii ding 


=e O me 


RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


explanation given 


inquiry made/referred 


abandoned 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


listened 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


advice given 


NO. 


1849 


1850 


1851 


ese es 


MINISTRY 


OF 
INDUSTRY & TOURISM 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


money owed for paint and labour 


compensation for accident repairs unpaid and 


eee S| allowance not increased when asked 
re) 


jefe oa) cate 


fejecta on Of application tor 
eStablishing a riding stable 


offered one year lease, others 
year leases 


assistance in 


offered two 


we PALS me 
RESULT 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution in |. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 


NO. 


she) 


1854 


1855 


1856 


V357 


1858 


1859 


1860 


1861 


1862 


1863 


1864 


1865 


1866 


1867 


MINISTRY OF 
LABOUR 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 
inadequate settlement for back wages 


recovery of wages owed from private employer 
(See Detailed Summary #92) 


conducted incomplete investigation of 
allegations regarding work dismissa 


overtime pay outstanding following dismissal 
from job 


information request - financial assistance 
and job opportunities 


inadequate ingquiry re wages owing from 
Lesratcant 


alleged bribe request 


dissatisfied with the handiing of complaint 

against employer's practice of paying less 
than minimum wage, no overtime and no 
holiday pay 


ry concerning time iag se ee cane thn 


ingui ! 
by Employment Standards Branc 


Employment Standards Branch. refused to 
investigate termination of employment 


information requested as +o whether the 
Ministry can appoint an arbitrator 


unable to receive books necessary for 
examination 


delay of arbitration, proceedings involving 
allegations of unjust dise ars fron 
employment (See Detailed Summary #88) 


inadequate investigation conducted __b 
Employment Standards Branch (See Detaile 
Summary #95) é 


Employment Standards Branch concluded that 
her misconduct disentitled the complainant 
to notice or pay in lieu of notice (See 
Detailed Summary #96) 


= 100 a 
RESULT 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


refused to investigate 
or further investiagace 


abandoned 

abandoned 

assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made/referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant: 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


- 


MINISTRY OF 
LABOUR 


NO. 


1868 information request - le 


aa ant 
of the Industrial Safety 19 


rpretation 
Cr, 1 


fe 
j 


1869 inadequate investigation 


conducted by 
Employment Standards Branch 


19070 fara Pe abe Ss not covered by laws reseed 
holiday pay, minimum wage or lengt 
eee hours 


1871 inadequate investigation fre amount of 
holiday pay 
1872 dissatisfied nee investigation. 


Employment Sea a Branch - collection BF 
back wages 


ONTSIDE JURISDICTION 


Te 73) 10% satisfied with review of employee's one 
week notice of dismissal 


CinSion . OL veterinarians from certain 


1874 2x 
Soe of Labour Relations Act 


Rs me) Emer ter Standards Act regarding payment 
fe) 


vacation pay unfair 


1876 refused to investigate unfair job dismissal 


ONTARIO HUMAN RIGHTS 
COMMISSION 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


I 


1877 inadequate? ieee as into discriminatory job 
dismissal (Seé Detailed Summary #90) 

1878 incomplete investigation re job 
discrimination 

1879 objection +o exemption clause for private 


company 


al se) tm 
RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 
abandoned 


abandoned 


assisted resolution 


in ; ; 
favour governmentai organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


referred 
referred 
referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour governmental organization 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


ONTARIO HUMAN RIGHTS 
COMMISSION 


eM A 


NO. RESULT 


1880 investigation by officer insufficient assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


1881 employment terminated because of assisted resolution in. ; 
discrimination = EES = not treated favour governmental organization 
seriously (See Detailed Summary #89) 


in 
discrimination at hospital e Detailed favour governmental organization 


1882 investigation conducted ampze erl into assisted resolution 
Summary #94 , 


1883 insufficiently thorough investigation (See assisted resolution in. 
Detailed Summary #91) favour governmental organization 


1884 incomplete investigation carried-out withdrawn 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


1885 Director of Nursing Services at hospital referred 
discriminating against black nurse 


1886 Ontario Human Rights Code should include referred 
several necessary clauses 


1887 was not allowed to be personally represented explanation given 
at deliberations 
1888 dissatisfaction with handling of complaint inguiry nade 
1889 olicy .of spouses, not. working. together explanation given 
iscriminatory - dissatisfied with Human 


Rights explanation 


1890 discrimination of persons over age of 65 as referred 
they have no job protection 


ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 


@ITHIN JURISDICTION 


1891 unfair decision allowed union to continue to withdrawn 
represent membership despite objections 


1892 incomplete investigation conducted into abandoned 
Supervision of local by Internationa 
Representative Union 


1896 


ao37 


1898 


a099 


1900 


1901 


hey 


1903 


1904 


yPEROES) 


1906 


ONTARIO LABODR RELATIONS BOARD 


board favoured union _which had not assisted 
him for a disability pension from his 
employer 


allegedly dealt with contrary to the Act 


confusion regarding disenfranchise ment 


procedures of union loca 


and 
ation 


undue dela 
é for consoli 
etailed Summary #93) 


problems relating to 
rejection of application 
of cases (See 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
appeal dismissed re unfair job dismissal 
unfavourable decision 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


denial of husband's claim for silicosis (See 
Detailed Summary #133) 


denial of widow's benefits for, husband's 
Silicosis (See Detailed Summary #125) 


refused full benefits for neck disability 
(See Detailed Summary #136) 

delay in recognition of clain 
degree of total disability benefits 


inadequate 
claim not compensable 
degree of compensation inadequate 


alleged threats to reduce benefits if sexual 
favours not granted 
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RESULT 
refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution 


ep ten 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made/referred 


explanation given 


assisted resolution 


Gael 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


recommendation denied 
assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


in : 
organization 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


UENO 


1908 


1909 


1910 


1 


VaitzZ 


ap shuss 


1914 


RSA) 


i )a es) 


1917 


oles 


Pe) 


1920 


ao2 4 


122 


1923 


1924 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


delay and miscalculation of benefits cheque 


information requested - right to bring civil 
action . 


inadequate pension award 
denial of suitable retraining program 


Board's records Show unfavourable 
record causing problems when 
employment with Manpower 


work 
seeking 


cheque delayed 

delay in claim recognition 

delay in claim recognition 

late cheque (See Detailed Summary #150) 
benefits denied at 3rd appeal level 
benefits terminated at 3rd appeal level 


benefits denied Oo te third appeal level 
(Se2 Detailed Summary #137) 


benefits reduced to cover overpayment 
late cheque - delay in processing claim 


late cheques 


ingquir Rea aeeane time lag in hearing about 
appeal date 
denied retroactive benefits and permanent 


disability award 


late cheque 


fe AE IPL ine 


RESULT 
assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


Withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 
assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 
assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


ah , 
organization 


5 Dy : ; 
organization 

al 6 ; : 
organization 


in ; ; 
organization 


le 
organization 


NO. 


1925 


1926 


1927 


1928 


so29 


1930 


nao 


1232 


135 


e310 


193 7 


1938 


URS SRS, 


1940 


1941 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


inquiry regardin entitlement to benefits 


for chest ailmen 


benefits denied 


f because of mistake (See 
Detailed Summary #142) 


42 


benefits 


aT 
See Detailed Summary 


temporar total accu 
patciiated ( #144 


benefits denied (See Detailed Summary #130) 


delay in recognition 
injury ceguited 


Summary #123) 


Of clain) -= © 
surgery (See 


late cheque 


degree of permanent disability inadequate: 

5% dental 

degree of permanent ge eo inadequate 
(See Detailed Summary #141) 


inguiry regarding eligibility based on 1956 


accidén 
delay in recognition of clain 


caine regarding increase in widow's 
Ss 


benefi 
delay in recognition of clain 
inquiry regarding cost-of-living increase 


benefits denied since 1952 (See Detailed 


Summary #139) 


information requested re board investigation 
into closed ciain 


delay in hearing from Board 


; regarding 
resumption of benefits after layo fs 


information requested - full compensation 


benefits following an operation 


= (295 7= 
RESULT 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 
independently resolved in 

favour complainant 


inguiry made 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


explanation given 


NO. 


1942 
1943 
1944 


1945 


1948 


1949 


1950 
too) 
1952 


1953 


1255 


1950 


1957 


1958 


jie he pe 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


delay in establishing appeal date 
request for review of three separate claims 
late cheque 


late cheque for travel 


: various expenses - 
and lost time 


inquiry regarding reduction of benefits 


delay in recognition of clain 


delay si nsrecognition of claim 


inquiry regarding suspended 
overpayment 


payments due to 
late cheque 


lat2 cheque - administrative delay 


inquiry regarding benefit suspension 


information requested - statement of 
benefits paid 
refused retroactive payment and cost-of- 
living increase 

benefits terminated without explanation, 


wage base questionable 


delay in recognition of claim (See Detailed 


Summary #14 


temporary total benefits incorrectly 


totalled 
late cheque (See Detailed Summary #146) 


delay in recognition of clain 


Se 


RESULT 
assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved 
favour complainant 


independently resolved 
favour complainant 


independently resolved 


favour complainant 


independently, resolved 
favour complainant 


independently, resolved 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 
independently resolved 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved 
favour complainant 


inguiry made 
withdrawn 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved 
favour complainant 


in 


ai 8! 


in 


pKa 


ay 


in 


in 


shi 


NO. 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


1960 administrative delay in processing appeal 


1961 pee e re enon of claimant's contributory 
e 


1962 


W263 


1964 


A765 


1707 


1968 


69 


1970 


ag71 


eh 


a3 


1974 


sp SMBs) 


status led to lay in recognition of clain 


ition of claim and_payment of 


ion 
bill (See Detailed Summary 


eet ey total benefits peer 
calculated (See Detailed Summary #153) 


benefits terminated without notice (See 
Detailed Summary #128) 


late cheque, CupL vce y (22h obtaining 
information regarding date of compensation 


Gomputer Yerror, resulted in. demand for 
payment (See Detailed Summary #127) 


inquiry regarding 7% pension paid in a lump 
sum 


late cheque - administrative delay 


delay in 


= iving prosthesis (See Detailed 
Summary # ) 


delay in guage see en of claim (See Detailed 
Summary #145) 


ecial temporary supplement terminated 
ithout 2xplanation 


jured worker wishes to sue responsible 
ird party in accident clain 


delay in fe 


nition of claim (See Detailed 
Summary # y 


co 
48 


benefits for upgrading course discontinued 
and compensation discontinued (See Detailed 
Summary #152) 


employer felt assessment for year, during 
which no one was employed was too hig 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


explanation given 
assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmenta 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


295 - 
in 
in 


in 


Zhpein 
rn 
in 


in 


in 


Ho 
in 
in 

sat 
organization 
in 


in 


Bie’ 


NO. 


1976 


US eee 


i9ie 
13379 
1980 


1981 


u382 
1983 


1984 


1969 


1986 


ie? 


1988 
19389 


A SHENG) 


19:34 
13:92 


19.93 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


inguiry re possibility of compensation for 
hand injury 

meee regarding why benefits had been 
reduce 


late cheque - administrative delay 
late cheque - administrative delay 
inquiry regarding appeal date 


widow's benefits - benefits die with worker 
unless he is receiving 100% 


delay in recognition of clain 
inquiry regarding his 1938 clain 


heque - no cheques received in three 
s 


denied entitlement coe 


further benefits (See 
Detailed Summary #124) . 


benefits terminated - had not returned to 


wor 


delay in recognition of claim ~ shoulder 


injury 
late cheque 
pension inadequate 


information requested - delay in setting 


appeal date 
delay in recognition of clain 
pension cheque delay 


quir regarding status of Belaimn = 


inquiry : 
administrative delay 
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Reo Ula 
referred 
assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved 


in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


withdrawn 
inquiry made 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


assisted resolution in . : 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


abandoned 


inquiry made 
independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


- 297 - 
_NO. RESULT 
1994 inquiry regarding over-payment recovery independently resolved in 
favour complainant 
1995 benefits terminated independently resolved in 
favour complainant 
1996 inguiry regarding employer's assessment inguiry made 
1997 delay in recognition of clain independently resolved in 
favour complainant 
1998 benefits terminated independently resolved in 
favour complainant 
1999 late cheque independently resolved in 
favour complainant 
2000 late cheque - administrative delay independently resolved in 
favour complainant 
2001 inquiry regarding upgrading allowance independently resolved in 
favour complainant 
2002 pension supplements assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 
2003 no explanation of claim rejection assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 
2004 delay in recognition of claim for permanent abandoned 
disability 
2005 benefits denied (See Detailed Summary #143) assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 
2006 benefits denied (See Detailed Summary #126) assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


2007 denial of claim for temporary total benefits assisted resolution in 
(See Detailed Summary #131) favour complainant 


2008 late cheques (See Detailed Summary #151) assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


2009 de 
# 4 


‘al of benefits (See Detailed Summary assisted resolution in 
) favour complainant 


2010 aTeach as fom We Ce Bs 


: to over overpayments assisted resolution in 
ee Detailed Summary # ) 


favour complainant 


2011 denial of perma nen’ oe ability benefits (See recommendation denied 


s 
Detailed Summary #135) 


2012 late cheque assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


2013 
2014 


2015 


2016 


20157 
2018 


2019 


2020 


2021 


PAUP 
2023 


2024 


2025 


2026 


2027 
2028 


20249 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


late cheque 
late cheque 
and payment 


ae regarding late cheques 
ule 


sched 


benefits denied at third level 


ee regarding reduction in benefits to 
50% temporary partia 

employer charged fine for late payment of 
assessments 


appeal for benefits rejected 


clain for fae condition denied (See Detailed 
Summary #138) 


rehabilitation services not extended 


in treatment at 
reh 


epee riate medical 
abilitation centre 


problems in receiving benefits from second 


Gilain 
late cheque 


worried about spouse's pension being stopped 
if spous2 dies 


benefits reduced fifty per cent 


nsion, benefits terminated without 


pe 
éxplanation 


denied continuing permanent disability award 
(See Detailed Stmmary #121) 


basic illegality of the board and all its 


operations 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


inguiry made 
assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


20 Om 


ian 


an 


8 fm ; 
organization 


pls eae ; 
organization 
in, 
organization 


2 
Organization 


in ; 
organization 
in 


in 


ae ; 
organization 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


aie 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


asSisted resolution 
favour governmental 


in ; , 
organization 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


LUBE 


2034 


2035 


2036 


2037 


2038 


2059 


2040 


2041 


2042 


2043 


2044 


2045 


2046 


2047 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


degree of permanent disability benefits 


inadequate 
inguiry re fairness of benefits 


information requested - 


Sor 
work-related disability 


compensation 


delay in recognition of clain 

delay in recognition of clain 

late cheque (See Detailed Summary #122) 
delayed cheque 


delay in receipt of benefits 


information Rogiestee re explanation of 
commissioner's decision 

cheque delayed 

delay in receiving information about new 


hearing aid 

chegue delayed 

employer's assessment raised substantially 
in 


Rehabilitation Department had not been 


touch since December 
late cheque 


on 20% pension instead of 


AG laced 
cae Se 
delay in recognition of clain 


information requested - right to establish 
claim and procedure involved 


mi peice tai 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


referred 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved 
favour complainant 


independently resolved 
favour complainant 


independently resolved 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 
independently resolved 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


cee ; 
organization 


ree : 
organization 


in 


in 


in 


in 


in ; ; 
organization 


in : . 
organization 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 
assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 

assisted resolution 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


an 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


2048 
2049 


2050 


2057 


2058 
2039 
2060 


2061 


2062 


2063 
2064 


20605 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


delay in recognition of clain 
late cheques 


delay of clain 


in recognition 
Loss 


for hearing 


provisional pension discontinued 
administrative delay in processing clain 
loss of wage differential 

inadequate permanent disability pense ee 


denied - appeal 


rejected 
#134) 


1ts (See 
ed Summary 


pease regarding termination of provisional 
awar 


unabl2 to keep appointment as arranged, 
transportation arrived too late 
information requested - pension commutation 


late cheque - had not received benefits for 


three months 

inguiry regarding rehabilitation 

degree of permanent disability inadequate 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 

denied widow's benefits pending final appeal 

SERRE regarding retraining 

of board 


benefits denied pending appeal 


decision - level 3 appeal 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


3007 — 


“laa 


in 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainaat 


ine & ; 
organization 
in 

in. 
organization 

sey. ; 
organization 
sym 
Organization 


skye 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


ale) 


inguiry mad*/referred 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


in 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


favour governmental 


inquiry made 


referred 


advice given 


intake 
organization 


NO. 


2066 
2067 


2068 


2069 
2070 


2071 
2042 
2073 
2074 
2075 
2076 


2077 


2078 | 


2079 


2080 


2081 


2082 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


degree of permanent disability inadequate 
discrimination and benefit denial 


degree of permanent disability inadequate - 
oon parts of body - 15% penSion equalling 


100% 
wage 


ension based low 


ase 


On unrealistically 


uate - 


of personal disability inade 
evel 2 


degree o 
back anjury — $92 month - at appeal 


benefits denied pending second appeal level 


benefits denied pending appeal at level 2 


claim not recognized 


inadequate pension 

inadequate? partial disability pension 

delay in recognition of claim pending appeal 
inguiry regarding status of clain 


degree of disability award 


; permanent 
inadequate . 


delay in recognition of claim 


IaQisay pre in compensation 


ne EE increase 
not yet allowed by 


law 


ge aN regarding eligibility For 
compensation 
refused application for increase in 


disability pension 


== 30 = 


RESULT 


referred 


no solution identified 


inguiry made/referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


explanation given 


explanation given 


inquiry made 


referred 


NO. 


2083 


2084 


2085 


20856 


2087 


2088 


2089 


2090 


20:9 


eu ee 


20:93 


2094 


2099 


2096 


2097 


2098 


2099 


2100 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


re need 


inguir : 
hearings 


appea 


for legal representation at 


special supplemental allowance discontinued 


d2rEecul cy, 
increase 


in getting disability pension 
refused pension commutation 

delay in recognition of clain 

temporary benefits discontinued 

decision 


delay in appeal 


Rehabilitation to 


t Department 
involve itself 


; unwilling 
in problem 


benefits denied pending appeal 
d2lay in recognition of clain 


inquiry regarding appeal procedures 


benefits terminated despite further medical 


complications resulting from compensable 
accident 

degree of disability pension inadequate - 
back =: 20% 


inquiry regarding rehabilitative care 
Rehabilitation Department refused assistance 
benefits denied pending appeal 

denial of benefits pending appeal 


inguiry regarding possibility of 


representation at appeal hearing 


SNP 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


listened 


inquiry made/referred 


circumstances changed 


inquiry mad¢/referred 


inquiry made 


explanation given 


advice given 


explanation given 


inguiry made 


advice given 


referred 


2102 


2103 


2104 


21.05 


2106 


2107 


2108 


2109 


Zn v0 


233 Na 


2112 


ZA 


2114 


2115 


2116 


2117 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


Grace bee Set oaay OAS Ee be inadequate - 
injur rohibi 2 j 

light work : : See attrins oad 

inguiry regarding reason for unsolicited 

lump sum payment 

degree of Temporary Partial Compensation to 

Ttie = 50% = $180. per week 


inguiry regarding appeal procedures 


ede ce of 
35% - bac 


porne oo. disability inadequate - 
delay in recognition of clain 


inguiry regarding entitlement and amount 


disability inadequate - 


Z 


degree of permanent 
back & 10 


2 of ere MEAS disability inadequate - 
= 3 172% 


delay in recognition of clain 


inquiry regarding time period for a decision 


eae ears regarding benefits and pension 
reduction 
benefits terminated due to surplus from 


third-party action 
benefits terminated without explanation 


lee regarding restoration and percentage 
of continuing benefits 


of Peananen. disability inadequate - 
bac 


of Pen ae disability inadequate - 
= ebsites 


3050 
RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry mnade/referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry mnade/referred 


2S 


2120 


eet 


2122 


2A23 


2124 


Oi2.9 


2126 


Pant | 


2128 


2A co 


2130 


213) ) 


PAPEL 


2133 


2134 


2135 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


eee ce ermanent eee insufficient 


254 - Yo 155. 25/month 


ones of permanent disability inadequate - 


denial of benefits pending appeal to 2nd 
level 


ee of ee ee disability inadequate - 
1 sono. 00/7 th 


degree eat a teas disability inadequate - 
hom 00/month 


degre e of permanent se en inadequate = 
$146.00/month plus supplement 


degree of permanent disability inadequate 


d gi of permanent disability inadequate - 


benefits denied following lay-off from work 
refused to recognize clain 
ee of permanent disability inadequate - 


de 
3 


d2gree of permanent disability inadequate 
benefits terminated pe leh 

benefits denied pending appeal 

pension decreased 

degrees of permanent disability inadequate 


reduction of benefits to 50% due to refusal 
to have corrective surgery 


denied pension increase 


a S(O te 
RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry mnade/referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


: fe) SATION BOARD 


- 305 - 
NO. RESULT 
2136 inquiry regarding medical aid inquiry made/referred 
2137 inquiry regarding clothing allowance inguiry made 


2138 inquiry regarding benefits reduction and inquiry made/referred 
expenses 


2139 benefits terminated | inguiry made/referred 


2140 inguary regarding further entitlement to inquiry made/referred 
compenSation and medical ai 


2141 difficulty in obtaining information about inquiry made/referred 
Silicosis report of late father 


2142 degree of permanent disability inadequate - referred 
5% - right shoulder 


2143 banefits terminated inquiry mad¢/referred 
2144 degree of permanent disability inadequat? - inquiry made/referred 
non-organic = I 


2145 degree of permanent disability inadequate - referred 
left hand 10% 
2146 inquiry regarding appeal levels for clain referred 


2147 benefits terminated in 1963 and would.like inquiry nade/referred 
xo appeal 


2148 delay in recognition of clain inquiry made/referred 

2149 delay in recognizing rata referred 

2150 degree of permanent disability inadequate - inguiry nade/referred 
back 10% 

2151 benefits terminated inguiry made/referred 

2152 benefits terminated inguiry made/referred 

2103 Becce yee permanent disability inadequate - inquiry nade/referred 


NO. 


2154 


Pas Res) 


2196 


2lod 


2198 


2159 


2160 


ZAG 


2162 
2163 
2164 
2165 
2166 
2167 
2168 


269 


2170 


2171 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


inquiry regarding acquiring back payments 


er ieee of permanent disability inadequate - 
(15% organic and 25% psychiatric) . 


EC of Pena disability inadequate - 


& - right shoulder 
benefits denied pending appeal - level 3 - 
further back disability 
ae teae recognition of claim -. present 
disability related to compensable injury 


inquiry Seb ees reduction of benefits from 
total to 50% 


delay in recognition of clain 


ee regarding reduction of temporary 
benefits from total to 50% 


rejection of application for Widow's Pension 
d2fficulty in having clain recognized 
benefits terminated 

attempt to establish injury clain 

delay in recognition of clain 

appeal - claim denied for low back pain 
delay in recognition of clain 


delay in recognition of claim for back 
injury 


d2lay in recognition of clain 


inguiry regarding claim appeal 


= 306 = 
RESULT 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry mad¢/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


NO. 


2hhe2 
21973 


2174 


24 en) 
2A.16 


ANI EE | 


2178 


PRB RS) 


2180 


2181 


Bavore 


2133 


2184 


Pye} 


2130 


2197 


2188 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


eens 


degree of permanent disability inadequate - 
delay in recognition of clain 


degree of permanent disability inade te - 
$113.20 S Moe ie 


benefits denied pending appeal 
delay in recognition of clain 


benefits denied pending appeal to third 
level 


benefits discontinued pending appeal to 
second level 


board refused to Bey travel expenses 
Montreal £Or treatment, failure 
recognize clain 


chet 
fe) 


delay in recognition of clain 


supplement to permanent disability award was 
reduced without explanation 


Sony of permanent disability inadequate - 
$340 :s 


benefits reduced to 50% 
confusion over where appeal stands in 
processing 


benefits terminated without explanation, 5% 
permanent disability awar 


benefits denied pending further appeal at 
level 


deg of permanent disability insufficient 


ree 
15% second level appeal not taken 


benefits denied pending app2al 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


307 > — 


NO. 


2189 


2190 


Zo 


ZA92 


2193 


2194 


2195 


2196 


2197 


2198 


oA 99 


2200 


2201 


2202 


2203 


2204 


2202 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


inquiry. regarding procedures to follow in 
reopening clain 


benefits terminated pending appeal.to third 
level ; 


oe ce of permanent disability inadequate - 
30% - pension $229.75/month 


benefits discontinued pending appeal 


degree of pee disability inadequate - 
$60 monthly 


ieee to commute 15% permanent disability 
awar 


request for commutation of pension 
delay in recognition of clain 


glasses needed for uninjured eye, board 
refused to pay for them 


ce of permanent disability insufficient 
-~10% - lump sum payment, $8604.75 


ree of cheese Aan disability insufficient 
20% - $80/month 


a ae disability pension commuted to 
4288 - not sufficient 


benefits. reduced; permanent disability 
insufficient - 10% 


permanent d 


Bee - 40% - $25/month 
isnadequate; 2% - $50 


lump sum inadequate 


ermanent disability inadequate ~ 
$60.75/month 


ne of permanent disability inadequate - 
10% - commuted to $4400 


benefits terminated unjustly 
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RESULT 
inguiry made/referred 
referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 
inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


2206 


weer 


2208 


e209 


2210 


2211 


2212 


2212 


2214 


2212 


22.1.6 


Sea IY 


2218 


Belo 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


inquiry regarding application procedures 


deqree of permanent disability inadequate - 
13% = ep acneh ' 


benefits denied pending appeal to third 
level 


degree of rate of compensation insufficient 


recurrin back problems related to 
compensable accident, board denied this 


benefits denied pending appeal 
benefits denied pending appeal 
benefits denied pending appeal 


information requested = commutation, of 
pension and drug compensation 


Crag of Repair disability inadequate - 
4a% - $128.50/month 


eee se of permanent disability inadequate - 
25% -  $141/month, no receiving 
compensation fer cortizone shots 


inguiry regarding delay in receiving 
travelling expenses for treatment 


peor of permanent disability inadequate = 
806% brain damage, thought it was 25% to 35% 


ee receiving decision of second appeal 
eve 


delay_in recognition of claim as totally 
disable 


inguiry regarding finding employment 


Gudui. y 


regarding commutation of pension - 
not appeale 


d yet 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry 


referred 


inquiry 


assisted 


favour c 


inquiry 


inquiry 


Lingusry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


= 309 i— 


made 


made/referred 


resolution in 


omplainant 


made/referred 


made 


made/referred 


made/referred 


made/referred 


made/referred 


made/referred 


NO. 


2225 


2224 


2a20 


2226 


e222) 


2228 


2229 


2239 


Zeon 


SNE 


2255 


2234 


2230 


22510 


VOTE NE 


2238 


Mere) 


2240 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


delay in) srecognition’ of “claim "tors back 
injury 

inquiry regarding compensation for 1961 
accident 


benefits denied pending third appeal level 


benefits denied pending third appeal level 


lawyers - 
settlement 


conduct of 
accident 18 
yet 


Civil action Dy wboard 
months ago and no 


delay in recognition of claim 
benefits denied pending first appeal level 


degree of permanent 


disability inadequate - 
knee injury - 15% 


benefits - completed 


denied pending appeal 
level #1 2 ee 


degree 2 ermanent disability inadequate - 


back-= 

benefits denied pending appeal 
lost time, payments withheld 
difficulty in shaving, claim recognized 
G@ifficulty in having claim recognized 
numerous problems re benefits 
inadequate pension award 

permanent disability award 


inadequate 


difficulty in having pension increased 


mao Oe 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


advice given 


advice given 


advice given 


advice given 


explanation given 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


2241 
2242 
2243 


2244 
2245 


2246 
2247 


2248 


2249 
e200 
Ba | 
Ze oz 
22 3 


2254 
Bao o 
Ze 
Taam | 


Pa Gopaye 


WORKMEN*S COMPENSATION BOARD 


delay in recognition of clain 
degree of permanent disability inadequate 
difficulty in obtaining pension increase 


degree of perma nent disability inadequate - 
hk ~- bac 


anquiry regarding necessity of coming to 
Toronto for pension assessment 


benefits terminated too early 
inquiry regarding late benefits and pension 


benefits terminated - appealing - had not 
returned to work 


delay in recognition of claim - knee 


regarding commutation of pension and 
atLzon <oOoreclot ey allowance 


he pe permanent disability award 
ina ey as was clothing allowance 


Set ries of permanent disability inadequate - 
ESN 

Tegeee Pe nan disability inadequate - 
20h) = Hae 


benefits denied pending third appeal level 
benefits denied pending first appeal level 
delay in recognition of claim 

benefits denied pending first appeal level 


delay in recognition of clain 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


1 i 


NO. 


2259 


2260 


2201 


2202 


2263 


22604 


2200 


2266 


2201 


2208 


2209 


2270 


2271 


POS (E 


2213 


2274 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


Be bs of permanent disability inadequate - 


delay in receiving decision of third appeal 
eve 


degree of permanent disability inadequate - 
right shoulder and arm - 


inguiry regarding benefits and pensions 
See ae of permanent disability inadequate - 
$107. 507n0nth 

Stee of permanent disability inadequate - 


oe regarding possible termination of 
its 


degree of ans disability inadequate + 
beck <u> TS Sis discrepancy between his 
doctors and WCB doctors 


Sees of permanent disability inadequate - 


benefits denied pending appeal - level #2 - 
partial loss of hearing in both ears 


benefits denied pending appeal - level #2 - 
stomach problem 


degree of permanent disability inadequate 


inquiry cegarding “general administrative 
delays 


oo deee of permanent disability inadequate - 


benefits denied pending appeal - level #1 


inguirty regarding possible refusal to 


consider for job retraining 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


Si2a= 


inquiry nade/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


listened 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


2215 


2276 


Peo we 


221% 


2219 
2280 
2281 
eeo2 


e203 


2284 
Paps Sho) 
22010 


220/ 


2288 
2209 


22390 


2292 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


inquiry regarding appeal date 


benefits terminated - should be eligible for 
two more weeks 


universal coverage not included in Workmen's 
Compensation Ac 


revisions sought to the 


Compensation Act 


Workmen's 


benefits denied pending appeal 


inadequate monthly attendance allowance 


degree of permanent disability inadequate 


delay in recognition of clain 


denied widow's benefits pending appeal to 
Appeal Boar 

degree of disability benefits inadeguate 
d2lay in recognition of clain 

degree of permanent disability inadequate 
benefits denied pending app2al to Appeals 
Examiner 

delay in recognition of claim 

benefits terminated 

delay in recognition of clain 

denied benefits for back injury pending 


appeal board hearing 


delay in recognition of clain 


mts yoke 


RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


2293 


2294 


2295 
229.6 
2297 


2225 
g225 
2300 


250A 


23:02 
2308 


2304 


23.05 


23006 
2307 
2308 
2309 


Za10 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


permanent disability award inadequate 


. e 


permanent disability award delayed pending 
medical examinations 

degree of disability benefits inadequate 
permanent disability award inadequate 


pension inadequate 


sAegree ot permanent disability award 
inaaequate 


wife's attendance allowance too jlittle and 
should be retroactive to 


benefits terminated 
benefits denied pending second appeal 


Dele of permanent disability inadequate 


request for assistance in having pension 
commuted 


inquiry regarding pension entitlement 

anent disability inadequate - 
- 25% 

inadequate disability pension 

commutation of pension denied 


denied further benefits 


degree. of permanent disability inadequate 


eS 
RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


independently resclved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


inquiry made 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


2311 


Zoe 


2313 


2314 


2315 


2316 


2317 


2318 


2319 


2320 


2321 


go22 


2323 


2324 


eae) 


2326 


VE AE | 


2328 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


benefits denied pendin appeal b Appeals 
Examiner - industria hearing os6. and 
dizziness 


degree of permanent disability inadequate 


information requested regarding whether 1974 
and 1975 amendment had een applied 
properly 


benefits denied pending appeal 
delay in recognition of claim 
incorrect earnings basis used 
degree of permanent disability inadequate 
benefits denied pending appeal 


inguiry regarding compensation for accident 
to leg 


dentist refused to perform work without 
authorization 


pension had not been calculated 


degree of permanent disability inadequate, - 
benefits Cue due to INACELVIty in 
rehabilitation program 


information requested - pension benefits 
wanted recognition of claim 


delay in _ clain EScogni tions j-yewas, LoL 
considered an employee 


degree of permanent disability inadequate 
claim rejected after first appeal 


difficulty regarding application for pension 
review 


rs NUS 


RESULT 


SNGQULTY 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


made/referred 


nade 


made 


made 


made/referred 


made 


Made 


made 


made/referred 


advice given 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


made/referred 


made/referred 


made 


advice given 


referred 


é 


pa quL TY 


referred 


referred 


made/referred 


NO. 


2329 
23.30 


2334 


2335 
2350 


233530 


2338 


2353 


2340 
2341 
2342 


2343 


2344 


2345 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


difficulty in obtaining increase in pension 
delay in recognition of clain 

denied claim for benefits 

permanent disability award inadequate 

delay in recognition of claim 


delay in assessment of permanent disability 
/award 


delay in recognition of clain 
delay in recognition of clain 


retention of information prevented 
adjudication of clain 


delay in recognition of claim for industrial 
hearing loss 


termination of benefits prior to permanent 
disability assessment 


threatened discontinuation of benefits 
compensation claim rejection 
benefits denied pending second appeal 


ermanent disability inadequate - 
75 month 


aes of permanent disability inadequate - 
20% - $80/month 


travelling and medical receipts not 
reimbursed 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


inguiry 


inguiry 


referred 


referred 


independ 
favour c 


referred 


referred 


inquiry 


referred 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inguiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


= LOmae: 


made/referred 


made/referred 


ently resolved in 
omplainant 


made/referred 


made/referred 


made/referred - 


made/referred 


made/referred 


made/referred 


made/referred 


Ohae 

2346 
2347 
2348 
2349 
Zaa0 
2351 


2502 


2393 
2354 


23.55 
23556 
Pao 7 


2358 


239 
2360 


2361 


eao?2 


2363 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 


temporary partial benefits terminated 
Without explanation 


inquiry regarding medical report 

benefits denied pending appeal to level 2 
benefits denied 

benefits terminated without explanation 
late cheque 


benefits denied pending appeal to third 
level 


degree of permanent disability inadequate 
rehabilitation training not offered 


Sees of permanent disability inadequate - 
16% - late cheque 


degree of permanent disability supplement 
inadequate - 50% 


degree of permanent disability inadequate - 
request reinstatement of special supplement 


benefits terminated unjustly 


ede. of permanent disability inadequate - 
ac 


ajiticulty in obtaining information - back 
injury 


inguiry regarding further surgery on hand 


inquiry regarding accident reporting and 
assessment 


benefits denied pending appeal - level 2 


2 = 
RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


abandoned 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


independently resolved in 
avour complainant 


inguiry made 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry nade/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


NO. 
2364 
23653 
2366 
236] 
2368 
23609 
231.0 
PE YILY 
oe 


2505 


2374 
23.5 


2376 


PREY) 


2378 


2379 


2380 


2551 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 
delay in recognition of claim - UpPee back = 
had had claims before for lower back 
appeal denied 
denied rehabilitation assistance 
delay in receiving pension commutation 
delay in recognition of clain 
delay in recognition of, claim 
degree of permanent disability inadequate 
delay in recognition of claim 
degree of permanent disability inadequate 


benefits denied pending appeal by Appeals 
Board 


degree of permanent disability inadequate 
reduced benefits inadequate 


benefits denied pending appeal by Appeals 
Examiner 


no* reimbursed for medical aid costs 


ension calculated on inaccurate earnings 
ase 


inguiry regarding how to increase monthly 
pension 


benefits denied pending appeal by 2 ee 
poet - not an employee under terms of the 
Ac 


eee regarding review of pension rating - 
felt back was deteriorating 


SO 
RESULT 


referred 

referred 

referred 

referred 

advice given 

referred 

referred 

referred 

inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 
inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


NO. 


2382 


gana 


2384 


2385 


2336 


23.07 


WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 
delay. _in claim recognition - employer not 
considered covered 


benefits denied pending appeal by Appeals 
Board 


inguiry regarding Assessment Branch delay 


inquiry regardin ayment for medication for 
ata Aa ee es 


JURISDICTION NOT DETERMINED 
unspecified complaint 


non-specific complaint 


ay i 
RESULT 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


abandoned 


listened 


abandoned 


MINISTRY OF 
NATURAL RESOURCES 


NO. 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


2396 ONUSsTLOneOre opts cn, to 


renew clause in lease 
See Detailed Summary #103) 


he 
03 


2352 inch minimum size 
erch likely to cause 


fe) fisherman (See 


enforcement of eight 
cegudation;ior yediow 
economic SEAS re 

Detailed Summary #100) 


conservation and 
Detailed Summary 


23310 by 


2 harassment 
all (See 


officers 


2391 st pickerel quota (See Detailed Summary 


2392 } : a : u Oo 
implementation of eight inc Nnimum length 


finance ls LOSS. on ee gear due 
mi m 
for perch (See Detailed Summary #100) 


inch minimum size 
erch likely to cause 
fo) fisherman (See 


2393 enforcement of eight 
begquiation for yellow 
economic ep eetart 

Detailed Summary #100) 


conservation and 
Detailed Summary 


2394 2 harassment 


b 
Onn iaeeras Z 


(See 


23:95 pickerel guota (See Detailed Summary 


Za 90 Penance SlOSS Oem fa olen gear 4d 
implementation of eight inch mininu 


rc 
m = 
for perch (See Detailed Summary #100) 


ue fe) 
length 


Inch Mininunm size 
erch likely to cause 
fisherman (Sze 


2397 eanforcement of eight 
regulation for yellow 
=conomic Serer | fe) 
Déervaiied Summary #100) 


conservation and 


2398 [ 
Detailed Summary 


harassment 


by 
officers 


(See 


2399 (See. Detailed Summary 


2400 financial LOSS, sone eee gear 
implementation of eight inch minimum length 


for p2rch (See Detailed Summary #100) 


RESULT 
assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


320 


in 


ahaee 


in 


vn 


in 


in 


in 


in 


a) 


MINISTRY OF 
NATURAL RESOURCES 


NO. 


2401 minimum size 
likely to cause 


fisherman (See 


enforcement of eight inch 
regulation for y erch 
economic hardshi £6 


Detailed Summary #400) 


and 
Summary 


conservation 


2402 
Detailed 


undue harassment by 
100). officers (Sée 


2403 y pickerel quota (See Detailed Summary 


2404) financial loss , on, Sade gear due to 
amplementation of eight inc =F htt enero 


for perch (See Detailed Summary #1 


2405 lay off period for casual worker extended to 
> weeks from 2 = assistance requested in 
becoming full time employee 


2406 realty company claimed Ministry did not want 
further pone rene uy area and was 


prohibiting building permits 


2407 ordered to remove house from Crown land 


2408 of access from roadway to propert 


denial 2 
improvements. to parkway no 


promised 
completed 


2409 employment contract terminated 


2410 permission to purchas2 Crown land refused 


2411 lowered ground water level due to nearby 
gravel pit 
2412 Sistance in determining rights under 


assis 
Public Lands Act 


2413 forfeiture of land, purchase price and taxes 
paid due to not honouring terms of original 
agreement 


2414 Ministry arbitrarily closed road 


2415 required to _ share fishing rights with 


neighbour 


= sau = 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 
assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


circumstances changed 


assisted resolution in | 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


Withdrawn 


assisted resolution in . 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


2410 


2417 


2418 


2419 


2420 
2421 
2422 
2423 


2424 
2425 
2426 
2427 


2428 


2429 


2430 


2431 


MINISTRY OF 
NATURAL RESOURCES 


information requested - rights of 
wardens to search on private property 


game 
final purchase price of cottage too low 


information requested - rental of government 
owned cottages 


boundary dispute (See Detailed Summary #97) 
excesSive fee pene for application for 
release of pine trees 
road, not being maintained as Ministry 
promised 
removal of Sree de boathouse (See Detailed 
Summary #102) 


promise to compensate expropriated cottager 
noe Luiepited 


as dad Desuit of construction, well went dry 
tefusal to transfer camp lease 


disqualified from future employment 


refused licence to operate gravel pit 

information requested - control of fishing 
locks 

SiCke leave credits) for unclassified Pistatt 
(See Detailed Summary #101) 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


433) for flood damag2 (See Detailed Summary 


recy (See Detailed Summary 


for flood damage 
Sh 


- 322 - 
RESULT 
referred 
assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution, an 
favour governmental organization 


withdrawn 

abandoned 

no solution identified 
independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


explanation given 


assisted tesolution ania ; 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry made 


inquiry made 


NO. 


2432 


2433 


2434 


2435 


2436 


2437 


2438 


2439 


2440 


2441 


2442 


2443 


2444 


2445 


2446 


2447 


2448 


MINISTRY OF 
NATORAL RESOURCES 


copil 
# 


Say for flood damage (See Detailed Summary 


peer for flood damage (See Detailed Summary 


9) 
offer to purchase land is too low 
denied licence to operate sand pit 


dispute concerning surface mining clain 
material 


caution placed on land 


information requested - amendment to Trees 
1 


~Vv? <tO SO for government grant 
a caution put on thé property 


unauthorized dumping of fill 


application for long term income protection 
insurance denied 


unfavourable legislation caused bankruptcy 


non-resident property owner, required to 
obtain non-resident hunting licence 


application to install mobile home refused, 
Feared | mobile home would be physically 
remove 


wanted to buy complainant's land 


lack of funds for repair of hazardous access 
bridge 


romised relocation of business on new 
ighway 


existence aud activities of company 
contravened zoning by-laws 


= 323: = 
RESULT 
inguiry made 


inquiry made 


advice given 


inquiry made 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made 


inquiry made 


explanation given 


referred 


explanation given 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


NO. 


2449 


2450 


2451 


2452 


2453 


MINISTRY OF 
NATURAL RESOURCES 


wanted minnow licence 


Minister's decision to issue a licence for a 
gravel pit was not in the public interest 
(See Detailed Summary #98) 


Minister's decision to, issue. a licence for a 
gravel pit was not in the public interest 
(See Detailed Summary #98) 


Minister's decision to issue a licence for a 
gravel pit was not in the public interest 
(See Detailed Summary #98) 


issuance of permit to build quarry 


RESULT 


referred 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


abandoned 


324 — 


LD iy See 
organization 


stihl ; 
organization 


rhe = : 
organization 


NO. 


2454 


2455 


2456 


2457 


2458 


2459 


2460 


2461 


2462 


2463 


2464 


2465 


2466 


2407 


MINISTRY OF 
REVENUE 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


denied sales tax rebate for a truck purchase 


delay in sending documents resulted in home 
owners' losing Home Buyers’ Grant (See 
Detailed Summary #105) 


application for home buyers grant denied 
denied Home Buyers grant 


unfair pery of provincial sales tax upon 
federal sales tax 


Guaranteed Annual Income settlement cheques 


not received 
Natalie Acring policy 


used first time Home Buyer's Grant due +o 
M2niStlative error 


refused Home Buyer's Grant on question of 


occupancy 


clearin 


- compan 
cancelle pend 


up tax arrears 


not receiving GAINS 
disqualified for home grant 


information requested -. delay in processing 
Home Buyers Grant application 


retroactive application of tax surcharge 


unrarc. 
Ontario Home Buyer's Grant denied 
unsuccessful at regaining former position 


delay in receiving sales tax rebate for 


purchase of new car 


- 325 - 
RESULT 
inquiry made 
assisted resolution in 


favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 

favour complainant 

inguiry made 

assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 
assisteadsresoLuti On in : 
favour governmental organization 


an 
organization 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 
assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


2471 


2472 


2473 


2474 


2475 


2476 


2477 


2478 


2479 


2480 


2481 


2482 


2483 


2484 


2485 


2486 


2487 


MINISTRY OF 
REVENUE 


refusal to allow grant 


complainant bookkeeping error rectified, but 


Sta) 


information requested = 


received notice of assessment 


lien against 


property and notification of same 


repayment of Home Buyers! 
denial of Home Owners Grant 


refused Home Buyers Grant 


Grant unfair 


application for employment denied 


taxation on land transfers 


refused Home Buyers! Grant 


occupancy 


repayment requested for Home 


inadequate GAINS benefits 


information 
OSs. bi lcey 
Uyers* Gran 


requested 
of applying for 


acceptanc? and 


Subsequent 
application for Ontario Home Buyers! 


due to date of 


Buyer's Grant 


regardin the 
an Ontario Home 


rejection of 
Grant 


unnecessary request for additional land deed 


documents 


dela ih approvang “Ontario 
Gran 
delay in approving Ontario 
Grant 


Home Buyers! 


Home Buyers'? 


participation in tax exempt gasoline program 


would prejudice clain 


Lae Baars aR IGED. of 


Six Nations (See Detailed Summary # 


ay cya sy te 
RESULT 


abandoned 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 


withdrawn 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organization 


abandoned 


yee 
organization 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


iT eee 
Organization 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


withdrawn 


explanation given 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


MINISTRY OF 
REVENUE 


NO, 


2488 delay in receiving retroactive pay . 


2489 home eae grant refused (See Detailed 
Summary #106) 


2490 sales tax on materials for home was too high 
(See Detailed Summary #104) 


2491 dissatisfied with the reason given re 
increased assessment on cottage 


2492 information requested to ensure that 
detailed assessments in future years be 
sent to the complainant 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


2493 rivets dismissal - claim for compensation 
(See Detailed Summary #107) 


2434) Calculation of provincial ‘sales ‘tax ‘on 
imported boat incorrect 


2495 denial of GAINS benefits 
2496 tax assessment unusually high 


lation concerning farm property duty 
id be amended 


2498 information requested - Land Speculation Tax 
2499 denied entitlement for GAINS program 

2500 appeal denied re tax amendment 

ZOOveunbals application of oot Sales Tax Act 


2502 unreasonable penalty assessed for late 
payment of property tax 


= 32) 
RESULT 


poe epeucon tly eaoived in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. : 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 
listened 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 
referred 
inguiry made/referred 
referred 


referred 


NO. 


2003 


2504 


2505 


2506 


ZOOL) 


2508 


2509 


2210 


2311 


Zone 


25 


2514 


Pipe Wee) 


25.1.6 


rae | 


MINISTRY OF 
REVENUE 


property reassessment policies difficult to 
understand 


difficulties in obtaining a building permit 
with the result that the eligibility period 
Bere ous in Ontario Home Buyers Grant Act 
2xpire 


ecco! between two communities' mill rate 
and taxes 


refused to pay “road. tax™ — deliveries of 
gasoline to station cut-off 


property taxed twice 


Bill 94 - warranties to new home buyers 
could cause damage to housing industry 


general complaints concerning assessment and 
tax policies of small municipalities 


concerned that uninformed people paying 
provincial sales tax on articles that are 
2xempt bacause Act does not require vendors 
to list items covered 


cottage owners forced to pay double school 


taxeS du2 to provisions of The Assessment 
ACt 


ee application of Land Speculation Tax 
C 


mishandling of new tax assessment program 


Oo apply for home buyers' grant by 
ate 


concerned that retail sales tax is imposed 
on all footwear over $30 


retail sales tax owing on tickets sold for 
feo22 concer: 


delay _in processing notice of objection to 
speculation tax assessment 


a PM SE vo 
RESULT 


explanation given 


explanation given 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


MINISTRY OF 
REVENUE mad ee Ae) le 


NO. RESULT 


2518 taxes too high on property withdrawn 


NO. 


ZI 


2220 


2921 


ZI22 


2525 


2524 


2525 


Phos) 


Zo21 


2528 


PRS) 


MINISTRY OF 
SOLICTOR GENERAL 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


pu OP Sy conducted in improper manner (See 
etailed Summary #109) - 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
coroner's inquest incomplete 


Retail Business Holiday Act. suntaiG GLO 
businesses in Georgina Township 


proposal to curtail police brutality 


pa Act out-of-date and ought to be 


ONTARIO POLICE COMMISSION 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 


did not receive reply to two letters sent to 
commission 


wanted nam2 cleared for _wrongful dismissal 
from police force an PA | 


assaulted then suffered seizure 

inadequate method of investigation 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 

telephone conversation monitored 


he aes aid not account for refusal of 
eur ci eeciLon for employment because OL 
nic background 


= 30 = 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 
favour governmental organization 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental Gre anae ae 


refused to investigate 
or further investigate 


withdrawn 

assisted resolution in 

favour governmental organization 
referred 


referred 


NO. 


2530 


231 


Pha ie Be 


2933 


2534 


2250 


2536 


253) 


2535 


£239 


2540 


2541 


m2542 


2543 


2544 


2545 


2546 


2547 


ONTARIO PROVINCIAL POLICE 
Ea a SR reese 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


information requested - radar speed 
detection devices 


unfair enforcement of speed control laws in 
order to raise provincial tax revenue 


Soe ee police testimony in court was 
alse 


personal property and money taken improperly 


assistance requested in phoaeag outstandin 
charges up an order that T.AsP. could b 
applied for 


g 
é 


harassment of family 

dissatisfied with investigation 

spread of false rumours 

assaulted during arrest 

harrassment by detachment officers 
arrested twice on same warrant 

damage to reputation and business practice 


attempt to pressure complainant into ceasing 
activities with explosives 


irregularities in investigating and charging 
on Indian Reserve 


harassment by unwarranted speeding tickets 


information eb eT = obtaining 
BY 


confiscated proper 
excessive force used at time of arrest 


employment opportunity not properly posted 
a aL eeehnent office 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


3357 =- 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


refarred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


2548 


2549 


Ze 


2251 


2502 


2593 


2554 


2555 


ONTARIO PROVINCIAL POLICE 


undue concentration of manpower on 
enforcement of speeding laws 


false testimony at trial 

complaint unintelligible 

no protection from motorcycle gangs 
failed to implement recommendations 
harassment 

no order for confiscation of rifle made 
unintelligible complaint 


wrongly charged with obstructing a police 
officer 


So Si — 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


listened 


referred 


NO. 


2254) 


220 


2009 


2560 


2501 


ZIG 2 


2563 


2504 


2585 


2506 


2567 


2508 


Zo09 


illegal paving of right-of-way - 


destruction 


eel problem due to highway w 


lost 


MINISTRY OF 
TRANSPORTATION & 


COMMUNICATIONS 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


threat to 
and drainage tile at cost to 


remove paving c 
(See Detailed Summary #114) 


complainant 


of maple trees due me 


widening (See Detailed Summary #11 


dening and 
116) 


i 
upgrading (See Detailed Simmary # 


licence suspended without explanation 


vehicle ownership permit 


pve not replaced 
by manistry 


delay in correcting misspelling of name on 
driver's licence 
loss of road maintenance services 

wee exit unsafe. due to road widenin 
end 2.5 as speed zone (See Detaile 
Summary #111) 

dangerous access to highway due to. hill 
Se NS) line of viSion (See Detailed 
Summary #111) 
claim for monies owed 

required to buy replacement for illegible 
temporary driving licence 

driver's licence suspension, threatened 
retention of job (See Detailed Summary 
#115) 

assistance requested in receiving 

expropriation documents from Ministry 
records 


2570 car wreck recorditioned and former owner. was 


2571 


traffic tickets because vehicle 


in his name 


receivin 
was stil 


summonses sent in error due to 


administrative mistake 


RESULT 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


withdrawn 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


3330 — 


in 


in 


Sie 


in ; 
organization 


0 


a ie 


slg’ 


in 
organization 


in. 
organization 


in : Y 
organization 


algal 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution 
favour governmental 


ee : 
Organization 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


NO. 


2542 


2513 


2574 


2515 


2576 


he PY 


25718 


2079 


2580 


Zen 


Zoe 


2583 
2584 


2969 


2586 


223 


MINISTRY OF 
TRANSPORTATION & 


COMMUNICATIONS 
Suspension of driver's licence ending 
Raya) of judgment (See Detailed Summary 
medically WniiteecO crave (cas ee due mecO 
undisclosed information held by Ministry 
information requested - suspension of 
licence due to unpaid fines 
INCOLLeCt s cutting, (of trees on private 
property 
licence wrongfully suspended 
di threcultes in obtaining a lost 
Leg istration 
husband's driver's licence suspended without 
explanation 
money._owing for bridge construction (See 
Detailed Summary #110) ~ 
unbearable vibration and noise from water 
purcrviier 
illegal car wrecking business on land zoned 
as agnicuitural 
no recourse available to question unfair 
driving test 
discrimination due +o sex and race 
expiry date not stated on licence 
believed that portion of land had been 
expropriated 
information requested - failure to file 
report on school bus routes 
information requested - absence of school 


bus loading signs 


- 334 - 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in. ' 
favour governmental organizatio 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organizatilo 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


abandoned 


assisted resolution 


in 
favour governmental organizatic 


assisted resolution 


an 
favour governmental organizatic 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


refused to 


investigate 
Or eer cie E at 


investigate 


refused to 


investigate 
Or furtner 


investigate 


assisted resolution in. , 
favour governmental organizatlii 


assisted resolution 10 


favour governmental organizati 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


NO. 


2588 request for assistance 


contestin unfair 
driving test = ‘ 


2589 road test required for licence renewal if 


more than a year had passed since expiry 
date 

2590 woman reverting to maiden name refused 
permission to have driver's licence in 
Maiden name (See Detailed Summary #117) 

25994 delay —in changing driver's .licence to 
married name 

2592 bridge over culvert broken during ditching 


by Ministry 


Zoos iAicence cancelled for failure to appear for 
demerit point interview 


2594 change of ownership not entered in MTC 


computer (See Detailed Summary #112) 


to maiden name on 


2595 prohibited from reverting 3 
Detailed Summary 


driver's licence (See 
#117) 


2596 refused permission to use both married and 


birth names on driver's licence 


2597 issuance of _ licence with maiden name along 


With married name 
2598 request to have maiden name along with 
huSband's surname on her driver's licence 


2599 prohibited from reverting to maiden name on 


driver's licence (See Detailed Summary 
#117) 
2000 assistance in retrieval of funds spent on 


road on crown land 


deniel of direct access from property to 


2601 t : 
control access Highway #69 


= J328= 
RESULT 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution Vin. 
favour governmental organization 


independently, resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in . 
favour governmental organization 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


2602 


2603 


2604 


2605 


2606 


2607 


2608 


2609 


2610 


Zon 


2612 


AG13 


2614 


2015 


2616 


Zoi 


MINISTRY OF 
TRANSPORTATION & 
COMMUNICATIONS 


inadequate radio, telephone service (See 
Detailed Summary $178) 


information request about uninsured drivers 


driver's licence held by Ministry without 
complainant's knowledge, see Lost asia 
result of not being able to obtain 


insurance coverage 


of name on driver's 


refusal to allow change i 
of divorce (See 


licence. without fe 
Detailed Summary #117) 


incorrect ianftormation regarding Ontario gift 
tax 


driver's licence suspended as result of 
unreceived notice of re-examination 

WitaLc “ctacatmenc. = no retroactive pay 
because of order-in-counci 

no explanation given for loss of points 
Eerused, <in-transic scicker to deliver new 
automobile 


driver's licence suspended due to default of 
ee to Motor Vehicle “Accident Claims 
oe =advised in error that debt paid-in 
u 


GLerencing ad joining Ministry Zand 


repair 
Should be 


paved shoulders on highways 


EngnRt ad trees down outside property on MTC 
land was safety hazard 


moped rules unfair 


prohibited from reverting +o maiden name on 
driver*s licence (See Detailed Summary 
#117) 
refused to honour a commitment to purchase 
motel 


= 22)0 = 
RESULT 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


assisted resolution in. F 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in. ; 
favour governmental organization 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in | 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry made 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


abandoned 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in. . 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution in | 
favour governmental organization 


NO. 


2618 


200 


2620 


2621 


2624 


seas) 


2626 


| Oat 


2628 


2629 
26030 


2631 


ZO32 


MINISTRY OF 
TRANSPORTATION §& 
COMMUNICATIONS 


refusal to check automobile 


official unable to point to 
Bignwaya traltic PActs “which ~ re 
complainant to_be re-examined af 


section of 
ulred the 
er serving 


30 days in jail 

OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
Ministry upholding one _ foot boundary 
peer oo = complainant's case before 
floodin result of poorly constructed 
provincial highway & explain appeal 
procedures 


inadequate telephone service 


licence suspension 


5 : : resulting from uninsured 
river's cour 


settlement and payout from 


fund 

démerit points deducted as a result of 
mistaken identity 

prejudice re failure to pass driver re- 
2Xamination test 

request for Ombudsman's attendance at 
hearing before Ministry 


errer on driving record 


retroactive Sea eey increase only op piaca tee 
to those employed as of certain date 


ithdrawal of purchase negotiations 
expropriation settlement dispute 
expropriated 


inadequate compensation 


for 
property 


Suspension of driver's licence 


= 337 = 
RESULT 


referred 


assisted resolution in | , 
favour governmental organization 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


2635 


2636 


Z2o30 


2638 


PA6) She) 


2640 


2641 


2642 


264 3 


2644 


2645 


2646 


2047 


2648 


MINISTRY OF 
TRANSPORTATION & 
COMMUNICATIONS 


inadequate money paid for expropriation 


construction _on regional highway had spoiled 
water in we 


treatment of new applicants for school bus 
drivers' licences unfair under new 
legislation 

expropriation had reduced lot size below 
legal minimum for kennels tore Wb pre Wels 
Burlington 


felt would not be hired for MTC job 


given three demerit points 


f but is to appeal 
conviction for speeding 


disqualified from receiving retrcactive pay 


objected to having. _.safety check under 
Ontario Highway “Tratkac Act owhen car was 
checked f8w months earlier in another 
province 


seat_belt legislation not inclusive enough - 
children in school buses should wear Seat 


belts 

legislation regarding speeding unrealistic 
and untate 

orevented .by The Highway Traffic Act from 
transferrin car ownership without 


Statement of mechanical fitness 


expropriation settlement inadequate 
unfair to wife at driving tests 

inadequate payment for expropriated land 
£6 cease 


asked by supervisor private 


surveying activities 


dissatisfied with amount of compensation for 
expropriation 


~0 Ou 
RESULT 


advice given 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry nade/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


2649 


2650 


2051 


“abo2 


MINISTRY OF 
TRANSPORTATION & 
COMMUNICATIONS 


unfair expropriation procedure 


cancellation of insurance caused suspension 
ae ao by motor vehicle accident claims 
un 


dissatisfied with compensation offered for 
the expropriation of land 


no action had been taken. with respect to 
constructing a gate crossing 


Be Se 
RESULT 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


SIR YT SOF 
, ECONOMICS & 
NMENTAL AFFAIRS 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


2653 subsidy benefits cheque delayed 


2054 


2656 


Poa7 


2658 


2660 


2661 


2662 


2663 


2604 


2665 


2066 


possibility of Bo boi ous obtaining 
uplacs funding tory Sigh their fights’ = can 
e very costly 


MaavSstry. cide not conduct a proper 
anvestigation,anto, the affairs: of .a local 
Piao ee commission (See Detailed Summary 


Ministry failed to_ exercise discretion under 
Regional Municipality of Niagara Ac 


property recently Soo 


by OMB now. wanted 
by Parkway Belt Eas 


OUTSEOS JURISDICTION 


land development frozen by order 


zoning 
under Planning Act 


information requested - appeal procedures 
under Assessment Act 


Assessment Act 1975 applied unfairly in that 
only those condominium cwners appealing 
overpaid tax rates received rebates 


consent to sever denied by Ministerial 
review 

application, for refund of monies spent on 
reforestation properties 


Parkway Belt area - wished to sell (See 
Detailed Summary #120) 

Parkway Belt area - wished to sell (Ses 
Detailed Summary #1 

Pk | Belt area - wished to build (See 
Detailed Summary #12 

Parkway Belt area - wished to sell (See 


Detailed Summary #120 


es 2 ea 
RESULT 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 


assisted resolution in. 
favour governmental organization 


assisted resolution 


in : : 
favour governmental organization 


abandoned 


inguiry made/referred 
explanation given 


referred 


referred 
inquiry made 
referred 
referred 
referred 


referred 


TREASURY, ECONOMICS §& 
INTERGOVERAMENTAL AFFAIRS 
NO. 

2667 Parkway Belt area - wished to sell 
Detailed Summary #120) 

2668 Parkway Belt area - wished to sell 
Detailed Summary #120) 

2669 Parkway Belt area - wished to seil 
Detailed Summary #120) 

2670 new system of regional government 

2671 hearing officer exceeded jurisdiction 


MINISTRY OF 


accepting submissions resulting 
order barring future submissions 


(See 


(See 


(See 


b 


an a cour 


- 341 - 
RESULT 
referred 
referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


MANAGEMENT BOARD 


NO, 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


2672 ineligible for retroactive pay increase 


RESULT 


referred 


oa2e— 


CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


NO. 
WITHIN JURISDICTION 
2673 information requested - application for job 


relocation 
2674 included in a blacklist 


OUTSIDE JVRISDICTION 


Zola. decision not to award retroactive _ pa 
increase to eopie —whor lett (the. ci vi 
Setvice prior to the passing of. order-in- 
council is fraudulent and diScriminatory 


2676 salaries of veterinarians should be 
equivalent to dentists 


2677 uestionable hiring practices of Ontario 
overnment 


2678 benefits based on incomplete assessment 


2679 inability to transfer pension benefits 


= 45 — 
RESULT 


referred 


assisted resolution in | : 
favour governmental organization 


explanation given 


listened 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


PUBLIC SERVICE GRIEVANCE 
BOARD 


NO. 


ONTSIDE JURISDICTION 


2680 application for employment denied 


RESULT 


referred 


344 


NO. 


2681 


OFFICE OF THE ASSEMBLY 


SS SS EI SRE 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


publication Ofse.doctors® 
invasion of privacy 


incomes 


gross 


RESULT 


explanation given 


oi is 


SSION ON ELECTION 
BUTIONS & EXPENSES 


NO. RESULT 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


2682 election campaign contributions referred 


346 


NO. 


266.3 dascriminat 
Benefits A 


OFFICE OF THE PREMIER 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


—_—_——S 


28 amendments to Ontario Pension 
ic 


RESULT 


referred 


347 - 


NO, 


2084 


2625 


2686 


2687 


2688 


NIAGARA ESCARPMENT COMMISSION 


WITHIN JURISDICTION 


COne .ruct Ton of subdivision near 
complainant's home 


damage due to faulty drainage system 

OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
land severance application delayed 
refused development permits 


assistance requested in. Sa property 
from area under commission contro 


= 349° = 


RESULT 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


inquiry made/referred 


OFFICE OF THE OMBUDSMAN 


a 


NO. 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
2689 lawyer's information requested = 


yULTSd.ctlron Of the Ombudsman and 
Clarification of Ombudsman Act 


2690 information re Ombudsman budgets 


2691 information requested - function of office 


2692 information, requested - office's mandate 
over complaints by youth or children 


2693 brief submitted re expansion of jurisdiction 
tO pencliude Legal aid and Law Society of 
Upper Canada 


RESULT 


explanation given 


explanation given 


advice given 


explanation given 


referred 


349 


NO. 


2694 


EXECUTIVE COUNCIL 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


dissatisfied with 


decision 


land severance question, 


release files 


of Cabinet 
also refusal 


on 
to 


RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


35.0 


NO. 


2095 


2696 


2697 


2698 


2699 


2700 bail denied, 


2701 


2102 


2103 


2704 


pointed 


charged with malicious 


COURTS 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


rr 


unfair careless driving conviction 


out to SBE Ea by arresting 


OLfices prion. tostria 


harsh sentence did not take into account 


aicohol problen 


fine for fishing in prohibited area was 
excessive 

information request - how to proceed in 
divorce and child custody case 


judicial prejudice 


damage and causing a 


disturbance 


court decision unfair 


administer 


public trustee ordered to _. j 
diagnosis of 


f£inences Until psychiatrist*s 
complainant favourable 


unjustly charged with obstructing police 


2705 eviction order appeared to be incorrect 


2706 


2107 


2708 


2109 


A ®) 


courts not enforcing payment of support by 
husband 
wanted protection for family during 
proceeding 
concerned about outcome of case 


family ,court not 


enforcing payment of 
support by husband 


conviction successfully appealed, but 


problems obtaining employment 


Soe ear 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


abandoned 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


COURTS 
NO. 
2711 appeal pending before Appellate Court wishes 
second opinion 
2712 unjustly convicted cf impaired driving 


2713 ordered to pay premium on cancelled policy 


213 famaly “coure not enforcing payment of 
maintenance by husband 


2715 alimony payments should cease 


2/16 civil @nd criminal actions taking place for 
same offence 


27 Ni p30 Crary seized as exhibits in court not 
pee urned until deciSion handed down 


2718 negligence in trying civil action 


2719 judge did) nots allow introduction of vitad 
evidence resulting in conviction 


2720 could not meet support payments ordered by 
cour: 


2721 various procedures in conduct of trial 
2722 outstanding charges preventing parole 
2723 judge biased and prejudiced 

2724 loss of documents 

2725 improper attitude of judge 


2126 dissatisfied With decision that set 
unrealistic assessment of cottage and lot 


2727 assistance in having spouse charged with 
breach of probation 


2728 denied bail 


RESULT 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


Be 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


COURTS 


~. 353 - 
NO. RESULT 
2729 unable to refuse charges and to obtain bail referred 
hearing 
2730 information request - intent to contend referred 


property assessment 


2731 had several. parking charges to be heard on referred 
different days 


2732 corrective measures and inspection needed to referred 
maintain level of justice 


2733 unfair judgment after son's automobile referred 
accident 


2734 charged with liquor offense - felt trial had referred 
become "test case" . 


ays in securing bail and setting trial referred 
te 


2736 unreasonably high bail referred 
2/97 ‘unfait decision of jury referred 


2738 decision of family court judge endangered inquiry made/referred 


ena id 
2739 unfavourable decision of court of revision referred 
Z/00 unfair trial referred 
2741 unfair trials by three court judges explanation given 


2742 request for earlier court. appearance in listened 
Order “to. obtain T.A.P. during sister's 


Visit 
2743 inadeguate. child support awarded and abandoned 
aafti culty twcollecting it 
2744 unfair fine and conviction | listened 
2745 peqedce for Jarson too long - unfair listened 


testimony by psychiatrist 


NO. 


2746 
2747 


2748 
2749 
2750 
Lion 


Z1o2 


Pot aye) 
2754 


2 > 


27 8 
OJt Baler 


2760 


2761 
2762 


2163 


COURTS 
charges laid unfairly for possession of 
obscene material 


unfair decision of court deprived right to 
drive for three years 


unfair judgment in impaired driving charge 
unfair court coses = Small Claims Court 
collect damage awards 

Small Claims Court judge prejudiced 


son's custodial sentence and deplorable 
miscarriage of justice 


unjust conviction 
cas2 should be considered again 


Six Chargesmsagainse: polrce, "officer, not 
proceeded with 


excessive remands in child custody case 


money held as evidence should be returned to 
defendant in fraud case 


difficulties obtaining reason for judgment 
and copies of exhibits 


amended summons giving night court date not 
receive 


wanted rape sentence reduced 


+a franscEeipt. “did. not Contalnatak. 


evidence 


provincial court judge's decision was unfair 
and unreasonable 


trustee pocketed monies left over after 
bankruptcy administration 


RESULT 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


3045 — 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


2764 


2165 


2766 
217 
2768 
2763 


2770 


2771 


V4 Pe 


21413 


2774 


2a 


2116 


Oo 


2918 


PES 


COURTS 


delay in having appeal heard 


numerous unjustified remands in Small Claims 
Court 


tenancy agreement dispute 

delay of support from deserting husband 
ordered to pay remainder of bill 
desired to appeal decision 

and conviction 


driver's licence 


f charge 
unjust 


mistreatment over divorce proceedings and 
custody of children 

errors and difficulties of the systen 

doubts verdict after studying Narcotics 
Control Act 

Wished to appeal court decision involving 
firm's bankruptcy 

werusad to rant continuance to allow 
contact with lawyer 


not quilty of parking violation for which 


She received a summons 


incarcerated, facing other charge, unable to 


receive bail 


should be recéiving treatment at home rather 
than a jail sentence 


harsh especially 


sentence was unduly 
but acting as a 


he was not fighting 
peacemaker 


RESULT 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


335 = 


CoUuaTS 


NO. 


2780 Justice of the’ Peace did not issue Summons 
2781 unfair judgment in property case 


2782 excessive fine for possession of dangerous 
weapon 


2183 See eee treatment by judge and court 
sta 


2784 information reguest divorce status 
2785 unjust decision re increase in maintenance 


2786 putative father ordered to make payments for 
child maintenance 


2787 court decision re easement 
2788 long delay in court proceedings 


2789 Unjust court "system and provincial “court 
juage 


2790 unfair verdict by provincial court judge 
2791 unfair conviction for lack ‘of seat belts 
2792 delay in court case due to several remands 


2793 restitution awarded for break and entry 
unpaid 


2794 unfair treatment re divorce proceedings 


219 > judges imparrialivys and integrity in 
question 


2796 complaint ~letter «to Small) Claims] Court 
returned unopened 


2797 general complaint about court system 


es OMe 
RESULT 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry mnade/referred 


listened 


NO. 

2798 
erag 
2800 
2801 


2802 


2803 
2804 
2805 
2806 
2807 


2808 
2809 
2810 
Ais ea 


Zoe 
2813 
2814 


2805 


COURTS 


improper treatment by 
case 


courts in property 


forfeiture of bail bond 


prohibitive cost of appeal to Supreme Court 


unsuccessful suit against ‘provincial 
government 
denied civil rights by Crown Attorney and 


judge 


unfavourable decision in negligence suit 


delay establishing trial date 


wrongly charged - drug offence 


unjustly convicted - matter under appeal 


trial outcome - son's murderer acquitted 
BOP nor Eye pre-sentence report not taken 
into account when son sentenced 


wife had interfered with proceedings of 


GOolliae 


reguest for advice regarding case before 
courts 
son given unduly harsh sentence for driving 


while licence was under suspension 
trial unfair, unethical and unjustified 
unjustly convicted 


complications arising from court decision 


delay in deciding case before Small Claims 
Court 


RESULT 


advice given 


referred 


explanation given 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


listened 


listened 


listened 


inguiry made 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


35:7) = 


NO. 


2816 


Fkela | 3) 


2818 


20a 9 


2820 


Ziel 


262-2 


2025 


2824 


2o25 


2326 


2327 


2823 


2829 


2530 


ZO3i 


2032 


COURTS 


misunderstanding of bankruptcy laws 


sentencing 


arte of elderly drunks to 
iS immoral 


jail terms 


delay _in sentencing for charge of indecent 
assault 
reguested assistance in clarifying cOoUurce 
proceedings 
goods, improperly confiscated as court 
2xhibits 
armed robbery conviction based on 


circumstancial evidence 

unable to get transcripts of trial 
preposterous sentence for drinking 

concern about proceeding with divorce een 


insensitivity of court - unreasonabl2 fines 


levied 


=~ latest ilan 


unfavourable decision in case 
fees o 


of appeal by lawyer - exhorbitant 
new lawyer 


requested assistance in preventing transfer 


to women's penitentiary from pSychiatric 
hospital 

Ui just KCOUrTL decisiore lin favyoucw of forme: 
fandiord 

mistaken identity led to_unexpected costs 
which should be reimbursed 


selection of the jury improperly conducted 


improper court decision in child maintenance 


case 


request information about having criminal 


record cleared 


= 3008= 
RESULT 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


listened 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


2833 


2834 


2830 


2836 


2031 


2838 


2339 


2840 


2341 


2842 


2843 


2844 


2845 


2846 


2847 


2848 


2549 


COURTS 


unreasonably, high support ayments granted 
*o former tife 2 lawyer gave boor advice 


requested advice re divorce matters before 
the courts 


appeared on the wrong day for trial 

remanded twice and trial unfair 

conviction obtained on insufficient evidence 
action against two tenants dismissed © 
unable to collect judgment 


wanted an investigation into sentence 
received 


Sete eee a TOVcourt decision and yactions of 
jJuage 


former husband behind in support payments 
Seven yeaen Celay an Setting court date 


sesking assistance in enforcing support and 
Maintenance payments 


possible age discrimination in job denial as 
Supreme Court Teporter 


judge did not listen to her case 


minor Alberta pegs transrerred to Ontario 
then returned to Alberta 


felt the system going LOO Ds as sO 
2verything 


decision re property assessment 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


Bis teh 


inquiry mnade/referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


2850 


Page Wo 


2852 


2355 


2854 


2855 


2856 


Pate | 


2858 


2059 


2860 


2861 


2862 


2803 


2865 


2866 


2867 


COURTS. 
given three demerit points but is to appeal 
conviction for speeding 


felt he was convicted on circumstantial 
2vidence 


information request - retrial 


appeal to_ Supreme Court mishandled and 
outcome unfavourable 


convicted of being unlawfully at large 


outstanding court charges might delay 
release 


denied bail on unjust charge 


information request S 
sentence 


drug possession 


unjust fine - racial discrimination 


sentence imposed on third party not severe 
enough 


poet case - preferential treatment for 


unfairly dealt with by system 
divorce decision by Court of Appeal unfair 


conviction and sentence imposed in 1972 rape 
case 


denial of bail hearing 
inmate sought assistance with court case 


Mists pay ercuT la support arrears before 
obtaining decree absolute 


unfavourable decision in Small Claims Court 
- lawyer's inaction 


RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


S60 ae 


COURTS 

NO. 

2868 rent arrears resulting ina court ordered 
“Victron : 

2869 trial procedure involving a criminal offence 


2870 bail denied 


2671 unreasonably high amount of  _interin 
ee REA: payment ordered by family court 
judge 


2872 held on remand unusually long time and 
police brutality 


2873 information request + case before courts 


2874 unreasonably harsh sentence - had _ been 
Temanded in custody three months 


2875 trial adjournments - unnecessary financial 
hardship 


2876 justice of the peace refused to lay charge 


2877 justice of the peace refused to hear charge 
Against police officer 


2878 driver's licence suspended pending payment 
of fines 


2879 mistaken charge of theft laid 


2880 upset with judge's derogatory remark about 
women 


2881 unfair sentence for careless driving 
2882 delay in accident settlement 
2883 inadequate handling of business affairs 


Popue appeal Jost - original trial, transcript 
missing 


= 361° = 
RESULT 


explanation given 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


advice given 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


abandoned 


explanation given 


explanation given 


explanation given 


listened 


referred 


NO. 


2885 


2886 


2887 


2888 


2889 


2090 


2693 


2894 


2895 


2896 


23956 


2899 


2900 


charge had not been heard 
deCis2Gn Of cElale Count, 10 civil 11 tigation 


transcript of evidence from trial had not 
reached lawyer 


improper conduct of Supreme Court judge 
not notified of hearing re child custody 


suspension of driver's licence for three 
years . 


ngthy sentence result of improper trial 


pplication fom custody —- children 
te 


a 
Out (Of, the counery 


denied request for restoration of suspended 
licence 


wrongful conviction for driving violation 
due to false statments by witness 


wanted record cleared of unjust conviction 
denisd court hearing re parking violation 


summons for failing to observe stop sign 
uniair ; 


uncooperative government witness 


ons indicated assessed lower fine than 
t by Goure 


em 
95 


should be reimbursed legal costs’ since 
charg? dismissed 


es Oo ae 


RESULT 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


explanation given 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 
referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 
explanation given 
referred 


referred 
inquiry made/referred 


referred 


advice given 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


NO. 


2901 


29.02 


2903 


2904 


2205 
2906 


2907 


2908 


2909 


2210 


2911 


ZO Nie 
eos 


2914 


Zoo 


2910 


ALS Ia | 


notified of adverse judgment after time for 
appeal had run out 


treated unfairly in psychiatric report 


eect oad, bail review had not been held - 
had been on detention order four months 


denied baii and counsel 


_judge'ts treatment prejudicial and 
discriminatory 


unjust conviction, illegal wire tapping and 
perjury 


unfair divorce settlement 


eighteen month sentence excessive for first 
offence 


unjustly imprisoned - innocent of charge 


judges who. passed order barring father from 
seéing children were crooked 


requested clarification of court decision 


reguest for assistanc2 in having case tried 
in town near correctional centre 


trial was improperly conducted resulting in 
conviction 


court order regarding support payments. to 
wifé was impoSsible to carry out for lack 
of finances 


judge misjudged case, court too lenient in 
dealing with bankruptcy 


requested legal advice concerning plea 


sentence was too long and wanted re-trial 


a Sie 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


independently, resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


advice given 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


2918 


DAS Me, 


2220 
2921 
2922 


2923 


2924 


2925 


2926 


Zou, 


2928 


PAS IPS) 


2930 


2934 


2932 


2933 


2934 


2935 


original trial fair and charge dismissed but 
Crown appealing 


Small Claims Court judgment against son 
unfair 


unjust decision - wanted re-trial 
dissatisfied with police and court decision 
unjust assault conviction 

insufficient child support 

lost tax assessment case 

unfavourable divorce case decision 
unfavourable judgment re civil court action 


- confiscation of fish 


adverse judgment in third party clain 
delay in having case heard 


child custody decision - support payment and 
limited access 


non-registration of court decision re road 
allowances 


unjust sentence - initiation of appeal 
procedur2 


time already served for outstanding charge 


on remand and in restricted detention 
without privileges 


unable. to lay fraud charge against tenant 
who gave bad cheque 


RESULT 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


advice given 


inguiry made 


referred 


364 - 


NO. 


2230 


2937 


2938 


Pasha hs | 


2940 


2941 


2942 


2943 


attempt to enforce ayment of $110,000 
judgment against complainant ‘ 


not satisfied with condominium assessment 
appeals 


son's case mishandled in provincial court 


felt discrimination because wife cannot 
withdraw charges 


unintelligible complaint 
felt unfair charges had been laid 
judgment entered in absence of plaintiff 


minor fined too stiffly for riding a moped 
without insurance or driver's licence 


RESULT 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


advice given 


listened 


referred 


referred 


referred 


36.9 = 


FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


AIR CANADA 
: NO. SITLL TELE DOLE EEL EEO 


OUTSIDE JORISDICTION 


2944 unjust dismissal after 15 years of service 


CANADIAN PENITENTIARY SERVICES 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
2945 sent copy of announcement of federal appeal 


2946 feared mistreatment when reassigned to 
penitentiary system 


2947 .concerned about being classified outside 
Ontario after sentence 


2948 feared harassment by fellow inmates 


2949 protection inadequate for incarcerated 
sexual offender 


COLLINS BAY PENITENTIARY 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
2950 unclear as to why returned from parole 
JOYCEVILLE PENITENTIARY 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


2951 day parole application denied - no reason 
given 


KINGSTON RECEPTION CENTRE 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
2952 refused medication 


2953 T.A.P. request for humanitarian reasons 


20 0m 
RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO, 


2954 


2995 


2996 
2990 
2960 
PERS 
2962 
2963 
2964 
2965 


2966 


MILLHAVEN PENITENTIARY 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
computation of sentence incorrect 


information requested - reason for serving 
provincial sentence in federal institution 


husband felt rights were being violated 
hassled by inmates - requested transfer 


CENTRAL MORTGAGE & HOUSING 
CORPORATION 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


inspectors misinformed house purchaser about 
plumbing defects 


aeieaae | house construction under Assisted 
Home Ownership Plan 


tae | house construction under Assisted 
Home Ownership Plan 


pee house construction under Assisted 
Home Ownership Program 


information requested So OspOSite: Ch Ox 
outstanding interest charges 


nspector's word, house is not up to 
Ss 


difficulties in finding housing in northern 
community 


CMHC eEpeow sd wrong = Structural faults 
apparen . 


structural defects in newly buiit house 


RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry mad?e/referred 


inguiry made 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


367) s— 


NO. 


2967 
2908 


2969 


2970 


2977 


2902 


2973 


2974 


2975 


2976 


2977 


2978 


2919 


22730 


CENTRAL MORTGAGE & HOUSING 
CORPORATION 


major construction defects in new home 
majcxr censtruction defects in new home 
defective house construction 


CONSUMER & CORPORATE AFFAIRS 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


Suggestion that anti-corrosives be used to 
melt street ice as proposed in newspaper 
article 

dieticulty an procuring patent 

unable to obtain patent 
dissatisfied with replies from patents 
office 


HEALTH & WELFARE 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


guaranteed income supplement cut off without 
2xplanation 


Seg cts for assistance in getting spouse's 
allowance for common-law marital partners 


Canada Pension Plan benefits Aansutfiscvent 


pte to repay ension plan benefits 
although wif has been refused benefits 
from C.N.1I.B. 


application for widow's pension rejected 


Old Age Security cheques did not arrive and 
when they did, Guaranteed Income Supplement 
not included 


delay in processing Canada Pension Plan 


ae O Ona 


RESULT 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant ; 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


NO. 


2981 
2982 
2933 
2934 
2985 


2986 


2981 
2988 


29:89 


2990 


29:91 


2992 


2393 


2994 


2995 


2996 


2997 


29998 


HEALTH §& WELFARE 


reduction of 01d Age Pension 

Old Age Security Plan - denied benefits 
Canada Pension Plan denied benefits to wife 
pension payments refused for 13 month period 
delay in receiving cheque 


Old age security office failed to return 
birth certificate 


claim for disability pension rejected 
no reply to family allowance applications 


unusual delay between time of application 
and receipt of supplement 


ineligible for Canada Pension Plan benefits 


assistance requested in getting benefits 
under Canada Pension Plan 


Vane ee DLOCeSsing application LOC 
ality pension 


benefit payments inadequate 


anformation requested - eligibility for 
Spous='s allowance 


decrease in GAINS benefits 


iitOnMatiOn ,requested =) eligibility for 
deceased husband's benefits 


application for pension refused 


application for benefits refused 


=, 369 = 
RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


inguiry made 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inguiry made 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


advice given 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


2299 


3000 


3002 
3003 
3004 
3005 
3006 


SONG4 


3008 


3003 


3070 
3011 
SHO 4 
3013 


3014 


3045 


HEALTH & WELFARE 


decrease in Spouse Allowance 


benefits under Canada Pension Plan refused 


denial of spouse's allowance under Act 


inquiry about guaranteed income supplement 


did not realize he was eligible for Canada 
Pension Plan benefits until he was = 
benefits not retroactive 

unfairly fined for breach of the Food and 
Drug Act 
huss. ng. old ge security cheques (See 


a 
Detailed Summary #154) 


applications for spouse's allowance returned 
as incomplete 


E=ftusal £0 Gsant disabilicy pension 


delay in old age pension supplement and 
spouse's allowance 

anguiry regarding inadequate pension 
bagged. of drug “sistosan" (reducing 
hemophilia bleeding) 

public trustee not onesenata sufficient 


portion of pension each mon 


applications for old age pension supplement 


Furned down 


assistance reguested in obtaining benefits 


from Canada Pénsion Plan 
family allowance problems 
Cuber. 


needed. proof of birth for pension 


eS Oa 
RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 
referred 
referred 
inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 

referred 

inquiry madée/referred 
referred 

assis ced) resolutions in 
favour complainant 
referred 


referred 


NO. 


3016 


3017 


S010 


3019 


3020 


3021 


a022 


3023 


3028 


3029 


3030 


3031 


HEALTH & WELFARE 


LR 


pension claim rejected 


Rouse Pension cheque not received for a 
mon 


assistance requested - missing pension 
cheques 


assistance requested in obtaining army 
pension increase 


not eligible to receive disability pension 


constant ees for income supplement 
not require 


deYay in receiving disability pension 
information requested - increase in benefits 
application for disability pension rejected 
wanted to apply for disability benefits 
inadequate amount of old age pension 


governmen 
to nob) 
behalf 


& refused responsibility for damage 
2 home it rented on complainantfs 


INDIAN AFFAIRS & NORTHERN 
DEVELOPMENT 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
non-renewal of lease 
unsuccessful law suit re high water levels 


concern about expansion plans of marina on 
7 
races 


retroactive rent increase on lard leased 
from indian reserve 


~ a 
RESULT 


advice given 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 
referred 
referred 
referred 
independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


NO. 


3032 
SH0)ehs) 
3034 
3035 


3036 


3037 


8088 


3039 


3040 


3041 


3042 


3043 


3044 


3045 


JUSTICE 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
lottery operation would not comply with code 
irregularities in court proceedings 
Capital punishment 
COUEt action re “outstanding account 


felt accus2d should get psychiatric 
treatment 


MANPOWER & IMMIGRATION 
OUT LD BJ Rio D el LON 


not helping to find job or helping with 
retraining 


wifs not allowed to work even though husband 
has work permit 


relocation grant refused 


Boer _ attitude of Officials in 
€habilitation Section 


Non-Canadian workers receiving preferential 
+reatment regarding employment 


information. requested -_ claim. for refugee 
Status and chances of obtaining landed 
immigrant status through marriage 


unable to find employment 


job offers made on behalf of prospective 
immigrant turned down 


refused educational sponsorship 


3) 2 
RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


advice given 


referred 


inquiry made 


NO. 


3046 


3047 


3048 
3049 
3050 


3051 


B02 


3053 


3054 
3055 


3050 


3057 


30535 


S059 


3060 
3061 
3062 


BOO G 


MANPOWER & IMMIGRATION 


favouritism with L.I.P. grants 


attempts 
immigrant 


to have brother declared a landed 


wished to become Canadian citizen 
deportation threatened 
deportation order discriminatory 


information requested re landed 


immigrant 
Status and criminal record 


unable to Without a birth 


le. get passport 
certificate E 


asrpren lites 


in obtaining 
Status 


landed immigrant 


landed immigrant status denied 
delay in issuance of work permit 


promised assistance seeking a job, did not 


materiaiize 
d=nied immigration parole 


immigration officers responsible for loss of 


mr lk contrace 


job washroom in 
manpower 


applicant denied access to 
office 


wished increase in training allowances 
duscrimanation on application form 
Genied landed immigrant status 


denied permission to re-enter Canada 


- 373 - 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


abandoned 


inquiry made 


inquiry made/referred 


circumstances changed 


referred 

assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 
referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry mad¢/referred 


advice given 


inguiry made/referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


3064 


3065 
3066 
3067 
30683 


30609 
3070 


3071 


3072 
3073 


3074 


3075 


3076 


B00 7 


3078 


8075 


MANPOWER & IMMIGRATION 


refused employment for immigration purposes 


Should be reimbursed for entire retraining 
course 


information requested - after being 


deported, can one apply “foreevisirtoris 
permit 


poor decision 


fear of dangers resulting from refugee 
status denied 


aneligibility for home purchase allowance 
nephew denied landed immigrant status 


request information about the administration 
Of Accal Tne yative “gqrance 


Manpower program lost cheques 
denied permanent residence 


refused relocation grant - moving for health 
reasons 


NATIONAL PAROLE BOARD 
OUTSLDEMIUR ISD LECTION 


parole rafusal did not take into account 
inmate*s progress within institution 


unspecified problems 


information requested - reinstatement of 
driver '"sitiieence 


application for parole refused 


Boe Say fof fticer interfering with 
rehabil ba 


me ceifick me 


RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


inquiry mnade/referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry mad¢e/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


advice given 


NO. 


3080 


3081 


3082 


3083 


3084 


3085 


3086 


3087 


3088 


3089 


3090 


5023 


3094 


5095 


3096 


3097 


NATIONAL PAROLE BOARD 


delay in processing application papers 
parole revoked without explanation 
parole revoked no reasons given 


released in error then forced return because 
of parole forfeiture . 


delay in preparing deportation proceedings 


remission lost as a result of revocation of 
parole 


assistance requested to obtain a pardon 


long delay in hearing about decision of 
board 


lay .2n submission of parole. application 
hus jeopardized chance of early parole 


parcle violation and lengthy remand 


delay in receiving pardon - criminal record 
is hindering his employment efforts 


application for parole delayed 


minor charge while on parole led to serving 
of entir2 sentence 


zntolerable fellow worker 
parole refused unjustly 
application for parole denied 


dela in receiving information regarding 
parole 


assistance requested in obtaining parole 


= 375) = 


RESULT 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 
inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


inquiry made 


explanation given 


inquiry madé/referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 


abandoned 


abandoned 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


NO. 


3098 
3099 


3100 


S104 
3102 
3103 
3104 


SS 


3106 


S07 


3108 
3109 


31.19 


Sa 


3192 


3113 


NATIONAL PAROLE BOARD 


wanted 1934 conviction cleared 
wished pardon for 1972 bookmaking conviction 
board's policy re pardons 

POST _OFELCE 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


lost insurance clain 

unjustly suspended from employment 
inappropriate location of rural post box 
money order sent to U.S. was lost 


eps up to post office icy and dangerous in 
in 


ao ter 


2mployment problems at post office 


dismissed from employment without severance 
pay 


registered parcel misplaced 
delay in receiving new insurance policy 


pester et Ngvc shake 


ce ts ee in ODta 
Change (See 


al ele 
ailed Summary #166) 


Ps Os DOKXAS at DOTLONSOL hill, “senior citizen 
couid not climb hill after’ getting mail 


increase in fee for post office box 


discriminatory practices experienced.  b 
Pural matt ceruLersay= no weight loa 
Festrictlon, 2Oeuni tors, no union 


=—9139)/,.009— 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


listened 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


POST OFFICE 


NO. 


3114 excessive increase in mail box rental 


PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


3115 compensation for legal costs ought to have 
been awarded by board 


3115 refused le eee Me ay) to write examination 
because late 


pl WORKS. 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


3117 poor administration caused resignation 
3118 loss of superannuation benefits 


3119 discrimination in hiring of francophones in 
favour of anglophones 


REVENUE CANADA-TAXATION 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


Slz0 ditticulties) ain determining income for tax 
purposes 


3121 name change not permitted on Retirement 
Savings Plans 


3122 tax laws consider separated person single 
despite support payments to family 


3123 methods by which money held in banks may be 
taxed 


3124 computation and assessment of federal income 
tax 


3125 insurance policy held as security not re- 
assigned after debt paid 


eee SR ee 
RESULT 


referred 


withdrawn 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


withdrawn 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


3126 


3024 


S128 


3129 


3130 
3131 
3132 


3133 


3134 


335 
31300 
3134 


3138 


3130 


3140 


3141 


3142 


3143 


REVENUE CANADA-TAXATION 


unable to transfer husband's 


; é disability 
deduction to own tax credits 


not permitted 


to deduct wages paid to wife 
for work 


previously duty free marine engine now taxed 


information requested - tax exemption for 
common-law spouse 

unpaid capital gains tax 

difficulty in obtaining retund 

unfair “application (of (Ineone lax SAC t= 
certain exemptions denie 

misappropriation of funds 

denial of certain questionable income tax 
deductions 

income tax assessment unreasonably increased 
unfair income tax assessment 

notice of additional assessment given 
refusal to recognize payment to wife as a4 


legal interim maintenance payment 


Sa back cheque because previous cheque 
Forge 


relief from garnishment of wages 


information requested - administration of 


private registered pension plans 
wages garnisheed due to tax problem 


income tax problem 


Sesh 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


3144 


3145 


3146 


3147 
3148 
3149 
a @ 


5s 


Sole 


Stay} 
3154 
Siler) 
SARE 
3257 


Sper) 


Billoo 


REVENUE CANADA-TAXATION 


refused permission to 


gradually fe 


pay arrears 


failure to advise re 


Yication of 
Canada/Australian Reciprocal 


ax Agreement 


ee oe sfeiiae with manner in which audits 


conducts 

inadequate refund 

capital gains tax charged on land sale 
discrepancy on income tax return 


did not have day care receipts 


would not. Qranc an, -exception for penalty 
imposed for being late in sending in 
payment 

assistance with filling in tax forms on late 
return 

information requested - income tax return 


bank would not cash tax rebate cheque 
capital gains payment 
unidentified complaint 
garnishment of wages 
income tax rebate not received 
Rete Met « 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


unable to 


from RCMP, ; 
police 


aoe dismissal 
with local 


EPP Omn Sat 


because 
ain 
epartmen 


ree he | 


RESULT 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry nade/referred 


advice given 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 


referred 

assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 
referred 

referred 

inquiry mnade/referred 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


referred 


NO. 


3160 


3161 
3162 
3105 


3164 
3165 


3,165 


Slo eet) 
3168 


3169 


3170 
Saal 
S172 


EIN fs) 
3174 


3175 


R.C.M.P, 


inguiry regarding eligibility for widow's 


pension 
undue harassment 
irregularities re arrest and conviction 


police harassment over possession of 


marijuana plants 
secret investigation and wire tapping 
harassed for 14 years 


home were 


ac furnishings 
d to Canada 


must__ prove 


th 
legally importe 


TRANSPORT 
ONTSIDE JURISDICTION 


Operation of “aireratit on) lake by “private 


tour operators 


roblems from the International 


pod yee aan 
ornwall 


ridge in 
restoration of water flow 


permanent 


immobilization of swing bridge 
would prevent 


Sail boat navigation on lakes 


unfair 2xpropriation price from Seaway 
Authority 

Complaant) slew parking «policy, at @oronto 
AYrpore 

unfair job dismissal and lost appeal 


complaint regarding pilot's licence 


land expropriation at unfair price 


=maoU 
RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


listened 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


VETERAN AFFAIRS 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
3176 benefits reduced since separation from wife 


3177 refusal of application for widow's 
pension 


3178 denial of disability benefits 

3179 attempting to obtain financial assistance 
3180 entitlement to a pension 

3181 refusal to grant pension 

3182 application for Widow's Allowance rejected 
S1e5 2nduary regarding Veterans Land Act 

3184 administration of War Veterans Land Act 
3185 application for widow's veteran pension 
3186 inadequacy of pension benefits 

3187 application for allowances turned down 


3188 pension benefits inadequate 


QNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
COMMISSION 


OUTS DE JURTODLCrION 


3189 unsatisfactory appeal result 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


abandoned 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


sc 2e— 


a19) 


S492 


a193 


3194 


Saks 


BERS) 


o197 


aeeeNe: 


3199 


3200 


3201 


3202 


203 


3204 


3205 


3206 


3207 


UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
COMMISSION 


interviewer was rude and distorted facts 
about past employment record 


eonsplracy, to arnishee wages to recover 
overpayment of benefits 


benefits denied because of insufficient work 
week credits 


benefits denied 
benefits stopped without notice 
benefits denied 


refused benefits for being unable to accept 
work outside immediate area 


difficulty in obtaining benefits 
non-payment of benefits 
ineligible for benefits 


nox, -slagible for benefits because not 
looking for employment 


delay in receiving benefits 


denial of ‘benefits for fazluce’» toy seek 
employment 


termination of benefits 


claim cancelled due to failure to report at 
interview 


denial of entitlement 
delayed cheque 


denial of clain 


eS 8 2 
RESULT 


referred 
referred 
inguiry made/referred 


referred 
abandoned 
referred 


referred 


referred 
referred 
referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 
abandoned 


referred 


referred 
referred 


referred 


NO. 


3208 


3209 


3210 


sea 


S212 


Sy Be 


3214 


=) Ne 


32.16 


S207 


3218 


S249 


S220 


a224 


3222 


3223 


3224 


Boeo 


3226 


WQNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
COMMISSION 


reguest assistance 


f 
application ss 


clarifying status 


ineligible for benefits 

denial of benefits 

disqualified clain 

benefits late in arriving 
application denied 

denied sickness benefits 

wages garnished to repay overpayment 


criminal charges pendin 
to have criminai recor 


for Lraud = "unjust 
disentitled to benefits 

suspension of benefits 

disentitled to benefits 


unfair provisions of Act make it impossible 


to obtain benefits 
benefits withheld unjustly 


unable to obtain independent status benefits 
while living with common-law husband 


benefits terminated without just cause 
disentitlement to benefits 
refusal to pay out benefits 


denial of benefits while attending college 


- 383 = 

RESULT 
independently resolved in 
favour complainant 
inquiry made/referred 
referred 
referred 
inguiry mad¢/referred 
inguiry made/referred 
referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


J 2 2ut 


822.5 


3229 


S240) 


3230 


32312 


3233 


3234 


32315 


3236 


3237 


3238 


a230 


3240 


3241 


3242 


3243 


3244 


UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
COMMISSION 


despite completing claims forms, no benefits 
ave arrived 


delay in clain 
claim denied 


Claim for period of inactivity due to 
epileptic seizure denied 


disagreed with reasons why claim was denied 
disentitlement to benefits 

disentitled to benefits 

income tax deduction discrepancy 

benefit disentitlement 

refused benefits 

benefits terminated 

disqualified from receiving benefits 


Suspension of benefits due to inadequate job 
search 


Should not have been disqualified nor made 
to repay over- payment 


refused benefits and appeal disallowed 


wished to receive benefits until disability 
pension is paid 


difficulty in establishing claim due to work 
Stoppage at place of wor 


FOrcedmio resign .from, Civil wservyice w for 
being unable to move from Orillia to Barrie 


= 384 - 
RESULT 


referred 

inguiry made 

assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 
referred 

referred 

independently resolved in 
avour complainant 
inquiry made/referred 
referred 

referred 

explanation given 
inquiry made 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 
referred 


referred 


referred 
advice given 


referred 


QNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 


COMMISSION 
- 385 - 
NO. RESULT 

3245 benefits. denied on grounds that recipient referred 

was limiting types of work he would do 
3246 commission not eae ee Bot with problems referred 

concerning disentitlement ; 
3247 information requested = application inquiry made/referred 

procedures 
3248 benefits denied referred 
3249 termination of benefits referred 
3250 termination of benefits referred 
3251 indefinit2 disentitlement to benefits referred 
Bvoweeligdabliity difiacuitzes independently resolved in 

favour complainant 

B252 alagibi lity delay inguiry made/referred 
3254 over-payment and attempts to collect it inguiry made/referred 
3255 denial of benefits referred 
3256 unjustly accused of receiving over-payment referred 
3257 ordered to repay $78 referred 


3258 termination of benefits due to limited referred 
availability for employment 


Beoomintasr termination, Of ~benefits = failure to reterred 
prove availability for work 


3260 suspension of benefits referred 
3261 disentitlement of benefits referred 


3262 ineligible for benefits due to quitting job referred 
over labour dispute 


3264 


3205 


3260 


3267 


3268 


3269 


3270 


oe 


a202 


SWAT/S) 


3274 


3215 


3276 


S277 


QNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
COMMISSION 


denied benefits due to insufficient attempts 
to obtain employment 


termination of benefits due to insufficient 
attempts to obtain employment 


dissatisfaction with legislation 
chegue delayed 
FEDERAL 


GOVERNMENT - OTHER 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


customs officials harrassed and abused 
family 

unnecessarily. tough border treatment by 
customs officials 

bail system unfair 

harassment by Dept. of Communications over 


operation Of Citizen's Band radio 


employment terminated by Dept. Customs and 
EX 


cise without cause 


tape deck sentyto) eCalifornia for repair was 
lost either by customs or post otfuce 


inadequate compensation for deaths of wife 
and son 

dissatisfaction. with | manner in, _which 
National Capital Commission carried out 
expropriation procedures 
applied for release from Canadian Armed 
Forces but superior was opposed 


prejudicial practices 
mahagement at Department 
Services 


and discrimination By 
of Supply 


governmental bungling and incompetence 


ro Omes 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inguiry made/referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


listened 


NO. 


3278 


a20 9 


3280 


3281 


3282 


3283 


3284 


3285 


3286 


a287) 


3288 


3289 


3230 


320.1 


3292 


3293 


3294 


FEDERAL GOVERNMENT - OTHER 


hospitals' performing abortions on demand is 
contrary to intent of law 


importation of bead work 


with native peoples' competes unfairly 


market 


improper calculation of annuity payments 


unfair implications of new federal dairy 
policy 

home in _precarious position as a result of 
expropriation 

horses ordered destroyed by Agriculture 
Canada 

enforced committal to mental hospital for 
checatening ‘certain U.S. Citizens 
d2fereulLtrese.in, Clearin default status 


connected with Canada Student Loan Program 


dearth about nuclear 


power 


of public information 


unjust dismissal from position of inspector 
with Agriculture Canada 


restoration of water flow 


amount of compensation inadequate 


rejection of application for Canada Student 


Loan 


ineligible for back pay 


unsuccessful law suit re high water levels 


pension promised as compensation eby 
employment accident had not arrived 
assistance requested in expediting 
investigation by Anti-Inflation Board 


RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


explanation given 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


listened 


referred 


referred 


inquiry madée/referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


387 = 


NO. 


S295 
3296 
Ba? 


3298 
3299 
3300 
3301 
3302 
3303 
3304 
3300 


3306 
3307 
3308 


3309 


3310 
a341 


S32 


FEDERAL GOVERNMENT - OTHER 


application to join armed forces not 

responded to 

Canadian Kennel Club refused to register 

certain breeds of dogs 

ee ele ewithy duplicate billings from 
lympic Coin Program 


wished to have criminal record expunged 
lost an endorsed cheque 
sought federal pardon for 1971 conviction 


cece) stops for two hours and blocks private 
roa 


supposed $500 limit for school supplies 
wanted refund for over-payment of passport 
prohibitive duty charged on parcels to USSR 
election campaign contributions 


disqualified from receiving railway pension 


benefits 


Department National Defence refused to 
provide employment 

unjust _ dismissal from Toronto Harbour 
Cofmission 
Mame confusion on passport 

exorbitant cost, of installation sor. ‘cable 


television 


had not hired welding engineer to oversee 
manufacturing 
requesting extended area for telephone 


service 


=" 388 = 
RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry mad¢/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


withdrawn 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


Bioit3 


3314 


B19 


3316 


Sey) 


Bo 18 


a3 9 


3320 


33524 


3322 


33.25 


3324 


B325 


33.26 


Sioa. 


5322 


salar increase cut. back due to Anti- 
THe lati on Board a 
Salary increase curtailed due to Anti- 


Inflation Board 


no duty charged on musical instruments 


CNR asked. complainant to vacate land and 
remove buildings 
pacity of prices should be provided for by 
Catlada=U.s. AUwto Pact 
delay wath Anti-Inflation Board 

eetusal | to refund overpaid pension 
COntDL bution 
ee ey law inadequately protects lenders 
from defaulting debtors 


age and_ veteran's 
erm of residency 


unable to collect old 
pensions because of short 


nox Granted Jicence for cable T.V. 


television progran 


pension “transfer with resultant loss of 
Sarly retirement and disability provisions 


non-receipt of cheque 


concern about private high school's federal 


Prpancang 


information requested as to why pension fund 
could not be rolled over to other 
registered pension fund 


Business 


Federal 
because 


refusal of loan by 
possibly 


Development Bank = 
applicant a woman 


anes Oana 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred | 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


FEDERAL GOVERNMENT - OTHER 


pi a ae een 


NO. 


3329 denial of telephone service 


3330 copy of petition pursuant to s. 93(3) of the 
British North-America_ Act that ant. 6ym05 
the Federal-Provincial Fiscal Arfangements 
Act be administered in non-discriminatory 
manner 


3331 upset about language used in C.B.C. produced 
plays 


RESULT 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


roe tbe NO Ss 


ASSOCIATIONS -GROUPS 


NO. 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


3332 daughter refused admission to fresh air camp 
because of learning disability (See 
Detailed Summary #161) 


S553 eppiication £o0r son's 


admittance to special 
School denied P 


Bequece -@ On transcripts 


3334 : ; delayed - OSSTF 
deposit required 

3335 refused exemption from union meetings to 
attend evening classes 

3336 unjust job dismissal 

5457) Unlon ignoring commitment to disabled 
workers 

3338 union negligent or fraudulent in 
representing interests to company 

eel ie) difficulties ins passing Real Estate 
Association 2xaminations 

3340 union refusal to investigate husband's 
ineligibility for pension 

soo 10 Carholic Children's Aid Society. —- son 
incarcerated in Manitoba jail 

3342 unfairly disqualified from riting Real 
EState Entry Examination 

3343 information request - registered nurse in 
Alberta not qualified in Ontario 

3344 speed up admission 

3345 (dispute over Cightful beneficiary of 


insurance policy 


3346 interpretation of various 0.S.S.T.F. by-laws 


3347 no investigation of unsafe working 


conditions 


RESULT 


391 - 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


explanation given 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


advice given 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


3348 


3349 


3350 


3354 


335-2 


Se els 


3354 


S395 
3356 
3507 
33.58 


3359 


3360 


3361 
3302 


3362 


3364 


ASSOCIATIONS ~GROUPS 


yee working without contract - no union 


threat €o takevaway. mother 


t : child due to 
renouncing Jewish faith 


failure to investigate improper conduct of 


members of laboratory society 


inability to secure housing from Indian Band 
Council 


non-representation by union 

disagreed with decision re problem with 
dentist 

conspiracy to revent complainant from 


practising dentistry 


policy does not cover home care 


increased benefits resulting from accident 


different pay scales for psychiatric nurses 


monopolistic practices followed by S.P.C.A. 


discrimination due to exclusion from 


escalation clause of pension plan 


refusal to. rule on exemption with regard to 
grade twelve equivalency for course 


instructions disregarded at animal shelter 


election of officers at a credit union 


refused admission to plumbers and 
steamfitters union 
information requested - name of union 


students could join 


rea oh Wo 
RESULT 


advice given 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


listened 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


abandoned 


abandoned 


explanation given 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


3359 
3366 
S307 


3365 
3369 


3370 


33.71 


SIS 


33.0.3 
3374 
ES Ie fe 


33.76 
3377 


3378 


33:19 


ASSOCIATIONS -GROUPS 


—_—_——_——_ 


union delay in taking issue of job dismissal 
to grievance arbitration 


private children's aid 


i society violated 
agreement without concern 


for chyldren 


dissatisfied with administration of real 


2State courses 
union not pursuing grievance 
falt forced to join union 


dissatisfied with conduct and results of the 
grievance procedure conducted by union 


another employees gue ee preferred day shift 
position even though complainant had more 
2xperience 


Use DleyTrOu. find dentist 


; capable of 
COBEEG. Cit With dentires 


making 


new organization ene assistance 

girl not allowed to play minor hockey 
baby taken away by agency 
ie) would 


piepea’ extension Drivers Clup 
nile, 


ate zoning laws 


Wireat: Cemnotion due to public criticism of 


employer 


lack of union support in grievance 


e 2 


CHILDREN'S AID SOCIETIZS 
OULSLDESJURTSDLCTION 


information request - daughter's death 


= 393 = 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


explanation given 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


inquiry madée/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


CHILDREN'S AID SOCIETIES 


NO. 
3380 had run away because of disagreement with 


director 


3381 information request - re C.A.S. problem 


3382 functions and legal rights of society 
3383 personal property not Serie owner 
3384 improper conduct of social worker 
3385 dispute concerning child custody 


3386 could not obtain custody of children because 
of remarks by social worker 


3387 child and family welfare in jeopardy due to 
actions of social workers 


3388 denied rights as a parent 


3389 acted unfairly in not giving child a long 
visit with mother 


3390 ineligible to be foster parents on grounds 
they were living common-law 


3391 improper supervision re drugs and alcohol 


OUTSIDE NLLRED ACB LT 


3392 had not_received reply re complaint about 
merchandise not received 


DOCTORS = PATIENTS 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


3393 incorrect diagnosis. led to loss of claim 
under insurance policy 


3394 opthamologists and optometrists | not 
prescribing proper eyeglass prescription 


= 4539 4 
RESULT 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


3397 


2398 


339:9 


3400 


3401 


3403 


3404 


3405 


3405 


3497 


3403 


3409 


3410 


DOCTORS = PATIENTS 


psychiatric treatment requested 


neglected to complete 


application forms for 
disability pensions BE 


unsatisfactory medical treatment for hand 
Eau: 
arranged involuntary admission to 

psychaatric hospital 

poisonous medication being given at 
psychiatric hospital 
wanted doctor's prescription 

doctor's unprofessional and unsympathetic 
attitude 

transferred to mental hospital under 
Certecmces von: despite docotors not 
examining patient 
errors made in medication perscription 
information raguested - how_to claim damages 
LOr poor Gare foilow2ng andustrial accident 


psychological problem 


refused to release a certain medical report 


=O, him 
excessive fee to write WCB medical report 


dissatisfied with medical information on 


husband's death 


Wanted investigation started to determine 


possible negligence 


medical d@director of hospital delaying 
Signing a letter needed to claim insurance 


cet) 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


inguiry mad¢/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry mad¢e/referred 


referred 


NO. 


3411 


3412 


3413 


3414 
3415 
3416 
3417 
3418 


3419 
3420 
3421 


3422 


3423 
3424 


34.25 


DOCTORS ~- PATIENTS 


pimple cream caused impotence 


inability _to obtain compensation due to 
alleged malpractice 


unfair attitude to spouse's back problem 
HOSPITALS-PRIVATE 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


employment difficulties with ambulance 
service 


undue consumption of energy by hospital's 
alr=-conditioning systen 


unfair treatment of hospital's non-unionized 
workers 


atient certified and placed in mental 
OSspital illegally in 194 


2fusai to divulge information about accrued 
Sick days 


anvoluntary committal unfair 
uifairiy dismissed by adminastrator 
i11 treatment during voluntary committal 


unfair job reclassification would result in 
lost income and prestige 


discrimination and unwarranted criticism 
improper care and treatment 


job dismissal due to possession of loaded 
weapon 


=o 9 Om 
RESULT 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


abandoned 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


3426 


3427 


3428 


3429 


3430 


3431 


3432 


3433 


3434 


3435 


3436 


3437 


3432 


3439 


3440 


3441 


3442 


HOSPITALS-PRIVATE 
wife held against her will in psychiatric 
ward of Hospital tg 
improper treatment received 
instructions ignored re moving mother 
unsatisfactory treatment for burns 


injury resulting from improper supervision - 
compensation inadeguate 


child suffered from partially hospital- 
induced condition 


no rent being paid for the property 

brief received re philosophy of patient care 
Substantial sum of money stolen 

poor treatment by staff 


denied admission to Clarke Institute as out- 
patient 


dissatisfaction with treatment offered 
seeking a psychiatrist 

Shortage of vacant beds 

unfair job demotion 


reimbursement of hospital account (See 
Detailed Summary #163) 


cdour coming from hospital next door 


= 300 = 
RESULT 


inquiry made 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


listened 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


NO. 


3443 


3444 


3445 


3446 


3447 


3448 


3449 


3450 


3451 


3452 


3453 


3454 


3455 


3456 


3057 


3458 


3459 


3400 


LAWYERS - CLIENTS 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


legal costs causing financial 


strain 


mishandling of divorce case) and child 


custody 


mishandling of real estate transaction 


loss suffered resulting 
incompetence 


iawyer's letters unintelligib 
overuse of legal jargon 


from legal 


le because of 


professional misconduct alleged 


failure to keep in touch re 
case 


garding court 


pe enca ting actions and coercion during 
a 


pop emt 


delay in filing appeal on a conviction 


poorly represented in court 
impaired driving 


guzity of conflict-of-interes 
property 


negligence in handling of case 


unreasonable delay in getting 


delay on part of lawyers 


expenses should be billed 
company 


unsatisfactory representation 


excessive fees and inadequate 


unable to contact two lawyers 


on charge of 


~ in sale of 


results 


to insurance 


representation 


re estates 


med ee is Be 
RESULT 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


3461 


3462 


3463 
3464 


3465 


3466 


3407 


3468 


3469 


3470 


3471 


3472 


3473 


3474 


3475 


3476 


3477 


3478 


LAWYERS - CLIENTS 


dissatisfied with | legal counselling re 
custody and visitation rights 


did not receive explanation of a document 


did, not act promptly thereby unable to 
collect monies owing 


undue delay in bringing suit to court 


refused to return phone calls and keep 
client up to date on progress of case 


dissatisfied with conduct of lawyer 
delayein setting trial date 
handied sale of house improperly 


Lawyer, tricked ‘client into paying out 
excesSiv2 mortgage procurement fee 


lawyer's conflict-of-interest and breach of 
ethics : 


unsatisfactory representation 


ae to make repayments on account of 
judgment 


lawyer's improper conduct and legal aid 
problén 


improper representation and excessive fees 


client refused to pay for fees resulting 
fz>Om court's error 


dissatisfaction with duties during a real 
Sstave transaction 


inadequately represented and overcharged 


lawyer delaying divorce proceedings 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


399. = 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


abandoned 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


3480 


3481 


3482 
3483 
3484 

3485 
3486 
3487 


3488 


3489 


3490 


3492 
3493 
3494 
3495 


3496 


advice requested concer nan legal position 
in attempting to recover losses associated 
with renting a house 


lawyer charged too much for services 


information requested - securing another 
lawyer 


lawyer's incompetence in civil action 
dissatisfied with action 
representation poor 

representation poor and fees high 
unprofessional manner 

dissatisfaction with services 


not advised re capital gains tax on sale of 
house 


misled at time of purchase of house 


misinformed with respect to rights and 
obligations 


innocent of charged offence - afraid lawyer 
would not prevent conviction 


exorbitant fees for inadequate services 
unsatisfactory representation 

delay in property transfer 

improper handling of mortgage deal 


dispute over legal obligations re mortgage 
and tax payments 


= 40.07 = 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


NO. 


3497 
3498 
3499 
3500 
3501 
S502 
2503 


3504 


3305 
3506 
3507 


3508 


3509 
3510 


go17 
3512 


8513 
3514 


Spee) 


LAWYERS =- CLIENTS 


excessive fees 

improper representation 

unprofessional conduct 

improper representation 

delay in recovery of money 

improper representation 

delay in foreclosure action 

dental 


inordinate delay in i bringing 


fai practace suit to tria 

improper representation 
unsatisfactory services 

delays and omissions in handling case 


pene at delays in dealing with contract 
problem 


unsatisfactory legal work 
assistanc2 requested to sue lawyer 


counsel refuses to release certain documents 
=o, client 


little action on case for long period of 
time 


professional misconduct alleged 
conflict of interest on case, bill too high 


incorrect advice resulting in financial loss 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


401 - 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


3516 


3522 


3523 


3524 


3525 


3526 
S527 
3528 
3329 
35390 


3531 


LAWYERS - CLIENTS 


professional misconduct 


delays in settlement of estate administered 
by public trustee 


dispute over lawyer's bill 
fee paid and case still unsettled 
representation not up to par 


lawyer's advice was incorrect - resulted in 
them being confined to jail and receiving 
an additional charge 


poor handling of refinancing of house 


mer y, rude and poor at handling their house 
sale 


dissatisfied with lawyer re real estate 
transaction 


very unhappy with lawyer's handling of his 
divorce case 


insufficient faith in referral of new lawyer 
professional misconduct alleged 

professional misconduct alleged 

poor advice resulted in conviction 

delay in arranging bail hearing 

retention of important papers 

only part of court award received 


delays by counsel 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


402 - 


NO. 


3534 


3535 


a0 


35:3) 


See ie) 


S559 


3540 


3541 


Soy) 


3543 


3544 


3545 


3546 


3547 


3548 


3549 


payent, 


3D 3 


LAWYERS - CLIENTS 


negligent in handling case 


refusal to appeal case 


Wi 


excessive legal fees 


not properly represented at trial 


mishandled family court case 


cheated into selling property 


dissatisfied with advice 


dissatisfaction with advice 


dissatisfaction with advice 


dissatisfied with performance 


delay in estate settlement 


excessive fees 


eaxcessive feas 


mishandling of loan transaction 


ere very high. “bill for interpreting 


unsatisfactory handling of estate settlement 


lawyer neglectful and unconcerned 


improper conduct alleged 


excessive fees 


@iscontinuance of court action 
client's consent 


Without 


a 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


403 - 


NO. 


3554 
3o55 
3556 


3557 


Bo50 


R5.01 
3202 


35103 


3504 
3565 


39:66 


35607 


3568 


35609 


35.10 


LAWYERS <= CUOILENTS 


delay in estate settlement 
improper representation 
inadequat2 assistance 


dissatistied with service 


tefused assistance on .qrounds that it would 
be a waste of! time bringing suit againse 
federal government employee 


improper handling of sale of property 
Unfair treatment - insurance matter 
lawyer did not act in good faith 
misconduct and contlict-of-interest 


delayed transferring the right to administer 
spouse's estate 


exorbitant fee charged 
unfairly treated - refused to answer calls 


holding Up. ~process "oF completing the 
settlement of an estate 


information request - lawyer knowledgeable 
of both Canadian and German law 


improper representation 


ps eee in communication regarding appeal 
ate 


improper representation 


- 404 - 


RESULT 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 
referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


NO. 


3571 


LAWYERS - CLIENTS 


unsatisfactory representation 


3572 request for representation by certain lawyer 


3503 


3574 


3575 


3576 


Ciew AY 


aoe 


Shoat fe) 


3580 


a59)1 


2502 


3583 


3584 


3585 


3586 


3587 


lawyer deducted his fee from mortgage funds 
channelled through his office, Law Society 
SayS practice is not unusual 


levy against builder was overlooked by 
solicitor in house purchase 


suspected improper behaviour in closing 
house purchase déal 


lengthy delay in settlement of insurance 
case 


poor handling of property transaction - 
outstanding mortgage later discovered 


mismanagement Caused loss of title deed to 
property 


two lawyers negligent in their duties - 
divorce case 


had bad experience - paid lawyer 


poor handling of real estate transaction 


extremely dissatisfied with poor handling of 
case 


negligent on her case 

complaint against lawyers 

poor handling of estate 

negligence claim over accident case 


dissatisfied with counsel 


RESULT 


referred 


405 - 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


3588 


3539 


35390 


35 or 


B95 


3596 


S997 


a8 


3599 


3609 


3603 


3604 


3605 


3606 


LAWYERS - CLIENTS 


amount of bill for divorce $300 higher than 


promised 


improper title search 


not handling case properly 


dissatisfied with counsel 


fees too high 


improper representation 


dzlay in divorce settlement 


delay in estate settlement 

@LETPIculty ita obtaining transcripts of triad 
improper representation 

mishandling of property transaction 

delay in receiving money from sale of estate 


improper handling of transaction and 
excessive fees 


excessive fees 

unsatisfactory services 

excessive fees and mishandling of cas2 
unidentified complaint 

not available to discuss court case 


lost documentation 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


406 - 


NO. 


3607 


36008 


3009 


3610 


Sa 


3612 


3613 


3614 


3615 


3616 


36177 


36118 


3619 


3620 


3621 


3622 


3623 


LAWYERS - CLIENTS 


information request - legal advice 
dissatisfaction with counsel 

confusion about dates of court appearances 
miscarriage of justice 


ineffective and unsuccessful 
money from employee 


in recovering 
ignoring letters and phone calls 
illegal operations by two lawyers 
LAW SOCIETY OF NIJPPER CANADA 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
delay in divorce proceedings 
refused l2gal aid for divorce action 
denied application for legal aid certificats 
refusal to grant legal aid 


d2nied legal aid - costs of retaining lawyer 


and obtaining transcripts too high 
assistance requested in filing appeal 
application for legal aid turned down 
unfair rejection of application by Legal Aid 
information in Legal Aid file withheld 
would not 


legai aid fee schedule permit 


hifing of best lawyer 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


407 - 


NO. 


3624 
SOiz.o 
3626 


3627 


3628 
3629 
3630 


3631 


3532 


3633 


3634 


2635 
3630 
3637 
3638 
56319 


3640 


3641 


LAW SOCIETY OF UPPER CANADA 


legal aid denied 


improper actions of former wife's lawyer 


denial of legal aid assistance 


society refused to allow him to become a 
member 


information request about legal aid 


price of legal aid is too high 


denial of legal aid 


confusion over status of legal aid 
Veter rieate 


inadequate investigation of complaint about 
lawyer 


information requested - legal referral 


unfair termination of employment by Legal 
Aid “offace 


lagal aid refused 

legai aid denied 

notification of intent to cancel certificate 
difficulty in obtaining legal aid 

difficulty in obtaining legal representation 


delay in processing Of legal aid 
applications 


mislead when signing documents involving a 
real.estate transaction 


=" 4035 — 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


withdrawn 


advice given 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


advice given 

referred 

advice given 

referred 

independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


3642 


3043 


3044 


3645 


36040 


3647 


3646 


3649 


3650 


3651 


3652 


3653 


3054 


3655 


LAW SOCIETY OF JPPER CANADA 


delay in obtaining legal aid certificate 
difficulty in acquiring legal aid 
ancornect legal aid billing 
COLLEGE OF PHYSICIANS & SURGEONS 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


refusal to. investigate charge of 
professional misconduct 


professional conduct resulting in her 
Lavoiuntary committal 


Coupiaanid2d NOt result in any disciplinary 
@ction against doctor 


did mot act On complaint against alcoholic 
decror 


college driving his medical placement agency 
out of business 


ty to obtain compensation due to 
Maipractice 


refused credit for year's internship due to 
now producing E.C.F.M.G. certificate 


OTHER=PRIVATE 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


essistance requested in. obtaining report 
frome Corp.” 0 Commissionaites tegarding 
dismissal 


dismissal of appeal by drainage referee 
request for legal advice re dismissal 


Hecisieecounci 1. Made repairs to church 
without consent of congregation 


- 409 
RESULT 


inquiry made 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


inquiry made 


inguiry made 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


advice given 


NO. 


3656 


3007 


3651 


3660 


36601 


3662 


3603 


3664 


3005 


3666 


3067 


3668 


3669 


3670 


2074 


OTHER-PRIVATE 


union refused to about 


benefits available 


answer questions 


information 


requested ~- ownership 
on back of 


of gull 
the farm J 


information requested - subdivision of land 


for residential use 


land transfer document bears forged 
Si qiacure 
assistance requested in settling father's 


estate 


assistanc2 required in order to benefit from 


: 


contributory pension plan 


Pee koe Oe governmental jurisdiction 


private zoos 


over 


difficulties finding employment 


refused investigation into son's death 


inaple . 20 stand 


employment due 
handicap 


to physical 


unable to make further restitution payments 
due to unemployment 


assistance in determining 


named in will 


wished to_ have 
cousin's death - 


sought legal .advice regarding award of 


eustody of chidd <c spouse 


sent manuscript to prove Canada is racist 


and discriminatory 


information requested - execution of will 


members of athletic club not notified that 


clubhouse was for sale 


- 410 


RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry nade/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/refesrred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


a6u2 


3673 


3674 


5675 


3676 
3677 
3678 
3079 
3680 
3681 


3682 


3683 
3684 
3685 


3686 


3087 


3688 


3089 


OTHER-PRIVATE 


landlord refused to compensate victims of 
flood damage 

unfair treatment by local family service 
agency in Ottawa 

unfair “practices of private employment 
agencies 


information request - squatters' rights 


symbols of a 


religious 
dangerous 


group possibly 


information requested - legal problems faced 
by the deaf 


inquiry regarding appraisal of a watch and 


two coins 

information requested - mobile homes 

wanted to be compensated for damages to car 
no complaint specified 


difficulties encountered in attempt to make 


official name change 

family hardship - long divorce case 
request for legal advice 

request assistance in finding employment 


transfer to department of food store turned 


down by union 
contract problems with union 


unable to obtain loan for $5,275 while 


unemployed 


employment difficulties experienced working 


for OPSEY 


= 4110 
RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


explanation given 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


NO. 


3690 


3691 


3692 


3693 


3694 


3695 
3696 


3697 


3698 


3699 


3700 


a0 
S702 


3703 


3704 
3705 


3706 


OTHER-PRIVATE 


olf balls from nearby course landing on 


ront lawn 


unacceptable pension plan 
membership by union 


request for legal advice 


concern about administration 
scholarship fun 


denture therapist's licence 


denie 


unable to fully settle clain 


forced on 


private 


application 


request for legal advice concerning divorce 


private legal matter - enforcement of 


judgement 


dissatisfied with compulsory contributions 


to pension plan 


unable to. recover money 
pension plans 


paid anto “union 


assistance requested in establishing time of 


credit 


request for legal advice 


falt entitled to much more from estate 


ple ena about hin, 
€hoods and slandering him 


spreading 


trying to protect the rights of non-smokers 


guestions on application forms 


dissatisfied about the fact that she had an 
accident and had to receive benefits 


RESULT 


advice given 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


listened 


referred 


referred 


listened 


Aa 


NO. 


a7 Oe7 


3708 


S709 


3710 


3711 


Se 


3713 
3714 
eB hie. 
3716 
S717 
3718 
3719 
3720 


3721 


S122 


S723 


OTHER=PRIVATE 


ee nae 


alleged obscene call 

old age pensioners victimized by owners if 
they accept employment as building 
Superintendents 

jack of speech therapy in community 
assistance requested in solving problems 


relating to mother's estate 
wage increase denied by arbitration board 


loss of membership 


vague problems concerning 5 
€ dues 


in union and pay back o 
tapped phones and wife poisoning his food 


concern and immorality 


over the corruption 
today 

unable to secure a lawyer's services 
saie of home in Winnipeg 

request for copyright information 

invasion of privacy by people on television 
evicted from home ard unable to find housing 
day care expenses too high 


unfairly obliged to. pay legal fees when 


others rely on social assistance 
price fixing on selected properties 


wants to secure title fcr property 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


abandoned 


abandoned 


referred 


listened 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


inquiry made/refarred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


413 - 


NO. 


3724 


S125 


3726 


3727 


3728 


eM PA 
3730 
373, 
3732 
3133 


3734 


3135 


3730 
3737 
3750 


=I BERS, 


3740 


THER-PRIVAT 


unable to market card game 


asking for legal advice re rights of wife 
whose husband had deserted 


unable to locate daughter 


loss, of teaching seniority due to leaving 
religious order 


information requested - bankruptcy 


automobile ap ore a certified as 
mechanically fit by dealer 


request for advice concerning .loss of 
vaction pay - convicted under criminal code 


inquir about possibility of receiving 
student loans and U.S. student visa 


request for legal assistance 
liens on house, unable to afford lawyer 


deed improperly registered at time of 
original conveyance of land 


trying to cover cost of moving mobile home 


settlement of divorce andSidisposal fot 
uncle's estate 


unknown people molesting him and conspiring 
against him 


unable to find employment because of poor 
credit rating 


psychiatric experiments detrimental to hin 


would like to receive compensation for her 
care of her mother 


- 414 - 
RESULT 


advice given 


referred 


advice given 


inguiry made 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


listened 


referred 


referred 


OTHER-PRIVATE 
- 415 


NO. RESULT 


3741 wanted to locate libellous newspaper article referred 


3742 mortgage problems referred 
3743 bankruptcy alternatives referred 
3744 wanted to run for mayor referred 
3745 obtaining power of attorney referred 
3746 will voided because improperly witnessed referred 


3747 being followed and Peete were stealing from inquiry made/referred 
complainant's apartment 


3748 securing a clear title to bush property advice given 


3749 _government and. Canadian employers abandoned 
discriminate against lawyers educated 
outside Canada 


5750 government and. Canadian employers abandoned 
discriminate against lawyers educated 
outside Canada 


3751 children want to change their last names referred 


3752 Zatormation requested - how. to find referred 
provincial funding to expand trailer court 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
3753 natural gas rate adjustment inquiry made/referred 


3754 bank manager tricked client into signing referred 
large loan 


cuAeys research £irm reporting inaccurate inquiry made/referred 
information 


37560 insurance company refused to accept policy referred 
for crop damage 


3760 


3761 


37162 


3763 


3764 


3765 


3766 


2167 


S700 


3769 


3770 


SWAT 


3772 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


insurance company refused to settle clain 


properly 


insurance coverage offered is unclear 


car had rusted considerably after only 
47,000 miles 


hewspapers refuse to accept company's 
advertising 


increase in, insurance policy premium 
excessively hig 


misrepresentation of cillentis g-financiad 
capability 


Unfainpepractices) in sale of ys tore” 


federal and provincial bonds have 
depreciated in value 


real estate agent misrepresented himself on 
house purchase deal 


car dealership guilty of deceptive sales 
techniques 


late payment charge on gas bill unduly high 
tricked by rental company into buying a T.V. 


noise and flashes. fron welding tools 
particularly disturbing 


landlord chargiag rents above approved 
levels 


insurance companies seriously delaying 
disbursement of settlement because hey 
cannot agree on liability 


developer did not bring subdivision roads u 
to. standard, now «municipality will ono 
Maintain them 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry nade/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


4h6 - 


NO. 


Swi Rs 


3774 


SW Es! 


3776 


ce ay | 


3778 


Saige] 


3780 


373.1 


3782 


B783 


3784 


3185 


3786 


3/37 


3788 


5.879 


3790 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


former employer demanded restitution of 
disability payments made 


coercive treatment from manager of finance 
company 


non-payment of outstanding invoices 


inadequate compensation for motorcycle 
accident 


difficulty in recovering damage deposit on 
apartment 


quest for advice concerning insurance 
aim 


stock 9) broker guilty of abuses under 
securities law 


refrigerator manufacturer offering poor 
service 


release of pension funds - private plan 
vendor failed to repair mobile home 


ss ea cesuit of missing 
tine flight 


request for contract rebate 
failur2 to perform warranty work 
employment refused - discrimination 


order not delivered despite payment of $700 
in advance 


harsh treatment from collection agency 
refusal to settle insurance clain 


swimming pool improperly constructed 


code Bi Ny 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 
referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


3791 


StS) 


3793 


3794 
SD 


37910 


B7390 


3798 


37919 


3800 


3801 
3802 
3803 
3804 


33805 


3806 
DEO 7 


3808 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


enployment terminated without just cause 


back loan made it 


hagh interest. .in oe ee 
da £ dish 4 good (credit rating 


ficult to esta 


following unfair conviction, automobile 


insurance company raised premiums 
insolent supermarket checkout person 
automobile dealer refused to repair new car 


disability cheques arrived late, then cut 
off pending a physician's report 


payment made in advance but goods never were 
receive 


information request - 
insurance company 


premiums charged by 


improper safety inspection 
ré pairs 


led to expensive 


unable +o cover expenses 


garnishment order ee ars 
false newspaper advertising by firm 

needed help in locating a business 

company withholding five weeks’ holiday pay 
faulty automobile transmission 


real estate firm misrepresented financial 


capability of complainant 
two faulty refrigerators 
disentitled to pension 


difficulty, in recovering 


salary from past 
eamployer 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


my thtics 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


6 Oo 


3810 


3811 


3812 


SHS Pee, 


3814 


She) 


3816 


Shem et) 


3818 


50.19 


3820 


3821 


382.2 


3623 


3824 


3629 


3826 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


rrr 


excessive humidity in home 


deficiencies in mobile home 


cheated into selling property by real estate 
agent 


business mismanagement in 


financial loss gig 
noa-payment of severance pay 
termination of long-term insurance benefits 
verbal agreement re wages not honoured 
salary withheld 

excessive repairs needed for automobile 


cefused replacement refund for 


merchandise 


Or fauity 


faulty automobile 
non-receipt of merchandise 


required to make loan payments while still 


on disability payments 
inferior second-hand trailer 


unsatisafactory outdoor pool 


unsatisfactory business practice by 
insurance firm 

arbitrarily raised premium on insurance 
policy 

manager of store discriminated against 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


advice given 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


circumstances changed 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


419 = 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


NO. 


3827 not able to remedy auto defect 

3828 not adequately reimbursed for lost luggage 

3829 disciplined by pRDEIee with respect to 
peaceful demonStration on "Day of Protest" 

3830 refused to pay any additional amount on 
insurance claim 

3831 had not received pay for work 

3832 unfair to charge a $50.00 security deposit 
on a heater 

3833 dissatisfied with contract and employer 

3834 raised insurance rates too high 

3835 refused to give cash refund 

3836. contract not twits lied 

38375 aniormatvor request -. availability of 
information about traffic convictions to 
insuranc? companies 

3838 bank should have advised how to retain 
status with respect to Canada Student loan 

3839 unfairly dismissed from employment 

3840 concerned regarding handling of insurance 
policies 

3841 unfair billing procedures of gas company 

3842 warranty. period_almost over and, company 
still had not made repairs to refrigerator 

3843 settlement offered by insurance company 

advice given was suspect 


insufficient, 


3844 rafusal to repair faulty freezer 


cl tA Os 


RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


advice given 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


3845 


3846 


3847 


3848 


3849 


3850 


3354) 


3352 


eoo3 


3854 


Giese) 


3856 


S05) 


3858 


3059 


2850 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


dealer guilty of selling faulty automobile 


insurance companies not providing full 
dental care despite premiums paid for full 
coverage 

overcharging by moving company 

automotive repair shop providing poor 


service 
charges to repair car too high 

difficulties in paying back defaulted loan 
car dealer refusing to make warranty repairs 


retirement pension offered by company was 
unreasonable 


refusal to pay interest on money held by 
real estate agent 


insuranc2 company requires medical treport 
every two years in order to renew motor 
vehicle insurance 


dealer refused to acknowledge defects in new 
Cae 


structural defects in houses. built by 
See paces company (See Detailed Summary 
#160) 


roe papel unlawfully moved by gas company 
while complainant imprisoned 


epee Fates for taxicabs unjustifiably 
hag 


faulty automobiles being passed by safety 
inspection mechancis 


transport company refused compensation for 
BOSE ac eLCLes 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


made/referred 


made/referred 


made/referred 


made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


421 - 


NO. 


3861 
3862 
3863 


3864 
3865 
3866 
2867 


3808 


3869 
3870 


S54 


3872 
3873 
3874 


sei 
3870 


337 7 


3378 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


repossession of merchandise despite monthly 
payments being made as agreed 


rejection of application for a loan tor start 
a business - 


no assessment or reimbursement for damages 
suffered in automobile accident 


employment problem with bank 
auto accident claim not honoured 
unfair repossession of business 
eee second-hand trailer 


pension fund transfer-fee fOr 


imposed 
changeover 


burning of garbage by turkey ranch 
unfair dismissal of manager 


car dealership sold faulty automobile to 


complainant 

excessive gas bills 
serious defects with auto 
purchase of faulty car 


delivery of contaminated fuel damaged 


2ngin2s 


compan Should cover Cost, of breast 


eeeonet et aen surgery 
mechanical problems with auto 


denial of insurance clain 


eh Pa S ies 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


listened 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


advice given 


abandoned 


inguiry made/referred 


advice given 


inguiry made 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


inguiry made 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


3879 


3880 


3881 
3882 
3883 
3884 
3885 


3886 
3887 
3888 


3889 


3890 
3891 
eh 
3893 


3894 


3895 


3896 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


_—_—_——— 


firm refused to deal with outlet 


attached conditions to guarantee preventing 
recovery of damages 


continual problems with new furnace 
ereh ga Gatley Baie’ recover debt 

difficulty in meeting loan payments 
release of estate account 

delay in settling estate 


continued mechanical difficulties with new 
Cac 


assistance requested in obtaining benefits 
under company disability pension plan 


asked to pay, eae for new water and 
sewer pipes installed in front of home 


publisher mishandled publication of new book 


damaged goods resulted in $1600 loss to 
importers 


Vacaticns pay not paid out at time of 
resignation 


document did), not rovide |. sufficient 
provection. for amportant invention 


a@ifficulties relating to term of insurance 
policy and premiums paid 


request for legal advice about lease 


gasoline prices higher in Goderich than in 
Stratford 


television program provided distorted view 
of product 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


423 - 


NO. 


3897 


3898 
3399 


39010 


3901 
3902 
3903 
3904 
3305 
3906 
3507 
3908 
3903 


3910 


5 Je 


3912 


3943 


3914 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


quest assistance obtaining rebate from 
ue Cross 


re 
Bl 
mistake in billing by telephone company 


unable to enforce judgment against builder 


assistance requested in court: “against 
insurance company 


sought reimbursement for unused ticket 
refused to pay remainder of bill 

new car without spare tire 

new car rattles 

seeking redress for new leaking boat 
dismissed from employment 

FOO ys ele Vie 

could not get refund for faulty product 
mail order agreement ignored 


very concerned _about_ the. environmental 
impact of waste disposal wells 


real estate firm in breach of regulations 


claim against former employer for owed 
commission 


fell in supermarket and wanted compensation 


policy rendered ineffective 


- 424 - 
RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


S31) 
S31 1.6 
3317 
3918 
3919 
3920 
3924 
a9e2 
3923 
3924 


3925 


39210 
3927 
3928 


3029 


2930 


3931 


RIV BU ES 


former company owed him money 


excess of proceeds. from sale of home not 
received and still pressed for loan for 
same home 

bonds cashed without interest and without 


proper signature 


not advised re capital gains tax on sale of 
house 


leak in underground gasoline tank entered 
water system 
did not want to join new pension plan but 
wanted money back from previous pension 
plan 
cancellation of insurance policies 
vendor of restaurant an +a state of 
bankruptcy 
torched Out, Comoe lLigipvitty [ors disability 
pension 


trailer not suitable for northern winters 


rather 


than given 
iO 


employment terminated 
compensable 


alternative work suitable 
dermatitis condition 


pension benefits owing to her 
unjust dismissal eight years ago 
excessive fees charged for art lessons 


lie detector tests used as prerequisite to 


employment 
lease not all-inclusive as agreed originally 


manuscript due to 


accept 
with another 


refusal One sae 
20 itigation 


involvement 
author 


RESULT 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


advice given 


a2 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


NO. 


3932 automobile rusting 
3933 billed for unauthorized advertisement 


3934 unfavourable lease signed when complainant 
incompetent 


3935 pension reduction 

3936 disability claim disallowed 

3937 wages owing from bankrupt company 
3938 dissatisfaction with the phone rates 
3939 blender not returned by firm 

3940 major repairs necessary on new house 
3941 unjust eviction 

3942 failure to pay interest 

3943 unfair job dismissal 

3944 leakage in basement of new home 

3945 non-registration of subdivision plan 


3946 conversion of apartment from rental to 
condominium accommodation 


3947 difficulty in. obtaining information re 
laundry operation cost 


3948 difficulty in obtaining pension 


3949 loss of radio part during repair work 


- 426 - 
RESULT 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


inquiry made 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


NO. 


3950 


e/chamy 
3952 
S953 


3954 


3955 
3950 
eSie wt 


s350 
3959 
3960 
a7 0:1 
3962 
33°63 
3964 
8965 


3966 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


refusal to 
creditors 


honour request re payment to 


harassment by bankrupt company re monuments 
dissatisfactory insurance firm service 
failure to refund apartment deposit 


dissatisfactory settlement 
accident 


re motor vehicle 
unfair subsidies to garages by oil companies 
excessive increase in insurance premiums 
advertisements false and misleading 

false 


attempted coersion 


statement 


re Signing 


sick leave benefits not two 


occasions 


paid on 


mining company had not removed buildings 


from private property 


television retailer will not rectify problem 
with set 


employment terminated because of accident 


defective automobile, unfair selection of 
Boat ene winners, film purchased was out- 
of-date 


labourers stole bushels of apples from farm 


in 1959 


proposed dredging of bay would cause 


pollution 


sub-contractor not paid for work on Thunder 


Bay Courthouse 


= 427 = 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


no solution identified 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


NO. 


3907 


3968 


39:69 


3970 


Sen e/a 


3972 


3976 


Dog 7: 


3978 


39373 


3318.0 


Shedevll 


35:82 


3983 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 
eee ou regarding employer's issuance of 
Separation papers 


Bau Rey Bee y forced loss of deposit made on 
furniture 


problems dealing with insurance agent 


parent company refused to sell, parts 
necessary for contract, contract lost 


insurance policy cancelled unfairly 


employment contract with golf club not 
renewed and as a result other employers are 
blacklisting complainant 


unwarranted dismissal from employment 
refusal to fully settl2 insurance clain 


house builder refused to make structural 
repairs 


Sees paid prior to Jhouse purchase | nor 
refunded 


new owner of hotel dismissed employee 
unjustly 


purchaser of property withheld $4000 of 
price 


auto manufacturer refused to fulfill terms 
of automobile warranty 


breach of agreement regarding easement 


diseased fish _purchased from pet _ shop, 
caused disease in fish already in aquarium 


employment terminated unfairly, salary not 
paid during period of illness 


magazine subscription problems 


RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


428 - 


3984 


3985 


398.6 


3987 


3988 


3989 


3990 


3991 


3092 


3993 


3994 


3995 


3996 


3937 


3996 


39 '9'9 


4000 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


no telephone service in subdivision 


high mortgage brokerage fee 


causi 
financial hardship ng severe 


proceeds not forwarded 


by real estat 
from sale of house y estate agent 


back wages not 


aid by carpet cl i 
(See Détailed x P cleaning firm 


ummary #164 


shipment damaged Eira = 2 Oo 


6 is by (transport 
compensation paid 


rust damage to late model car excessive 


objections to, newspaper 


_ net article concerning 
private association 


tradesman had not fulfilled terms of 
contract 

radio sent for repairs, not returned by 
company : 

nao tp a At bankruptc made it impossible to 
collect wages ows 

diabetic not considered for factory job 
insurance firm would not settle clain 
difficulties arising from settlement of 
defective carpet purchase 

supplier of merchandise failed to honour 
contract 

service centre failed to perform repairs 


under warranty 


information request - minority shareholder's 
rights in company takeover 


minority shareholder had no say in operation 
of company 


= 429 = 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 
4001 backlog of claims to be processed by 
employer for O.H.I.P. 
4002 cheque cashed but product not received 
4003 wanted an inquiry into a hotel fire 
4004 beaver blockage caused flooding 
KO0S. roor Construction of house 
4006 wanted to protect his art 


4007 entered insurance contract for three years 
yet it unilaterally cancelled 


4008 dismissed after 25 days for failing medical 
exam - poor eyesight 


4009 faulty humus toilet causing damage and 
inconvenience 


4010 bottle of liquor confiscated 
4044) Finance c£i1rm dad not f£udfill sts obligation 
HOVZ) ihebiiaty; anepayiang for aoan 


4013 received!’ nolsassets fromethen distrabution 
after bankruptcy 


4014 never notified that car was to be 
repossessed 


4015 centre refused admission to a blind mentally 
retarded child 


4O16 hs and content forms on parcels 
deliberately filled out unclearly 


4017 discrepancies in drug prices 


4018 poor quality broadloom 


=e a 
RESULT 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


advice given 


referred 


inguiry nade/referred 


referred 


NO. 


4019 
4020 
4021 
4022 


4023 


4024 


4O25 


4020 


4027 


4028 


4029 


4030 


4031 


4032 


4033 


4034 


4035 


endorsement of estate cheque 
defective automobile 

wearing of safety glasses 

amount owing from insurance firm 


complaint against unknown bank by unknown 
complainant 


faulty building materials in prefab home 


faulty automobile - no action from dealer or 
Manufacturer 


denial of claim - loss of diamond ring 
failed to respect his request to ePyey “a 
S$10:00) credit to his policy - sen hin 
cheque 


unauthorized sale of soya beans 


iat dae not completed and poorly 
constructed 


inadequate servicing of tractors 


unable to obtain full settlement from 
insurance company 


job demotion resulted. from suspension for 
working under the influence of alcohol 


assistance requested in _ securing balance of 
cash surrendér value of insurance policy 


automobile defects not corrected by dealer 
Ornmandiactucer 


dealer refused to assume complete cost of 
repairs done under warranty 


- 431 - 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


no solution identified 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


4036 
4037 
4038 
4039 
4040 
4O4 4 
4O42 


404 3 


4O44 


4O4S 
4O46 
4O47 
4O48 
4049 
4050 
4051 
4052 


4053 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


local T.V. repairman delaying 

local factory producing explosives illegally 
placement in nursing home delayed 

dispersal of estate funds delayed 

defective automobile rust- proofing 

rental deposit not returned 

funds not disbursed in compliance with will 


ee for information regarding duration 
of insurance coverage following clain 


delays in with former 


settling 
employer 


problem 


overtime never paid 

construction poorly and partially completed 
poor workmanship in rustproofing process 
defective bus — no action taken 

house never properly finished 

wages Owing 

r2neging on agreement to pay legal fees 
seized by finance company 


Cae 


wife's cl damaged due to unjust job 
dismissa 


unsatisfactory chesterfield suite 


a ee 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


explanation given 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


explanation given 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


abandoned 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


explanation given 


referred 


, NO. 


4055 
4056 
4057 
4058 
4059 
4060 
4061 
4062 


4063 


4064 


4065 


4066 
4O67 


4068 


4069 
4070 
4071 


4072 


4073 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


exorhibtant cost of cable T.V. installation 
overcharged for roofing services 
insufficient benefits from pension plan 
defective carpeting 

unfair job dismissal 

bankruptcy of travel agency 

no complaint specified 

loss of a radio part 


difficulty in_placing long distance calls 


due to lack of bilingual operators 


wanted legal advice as to whether or not 


there is a contract 


in possession of stocks in crooked mining 
company 


reimbursement for stolen jeep 
mortgage application refused 


unable to obtain refund of deposit upon job 


termination 

refused reimbursement for water damage 
non-receipt of payment for property sale 
improper business conduct by insurance firm 


company operating illegally without mortgage 
broker's licence 


refund on incorrect merchandise withheld 


RESULT 


advice given 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


abandoned 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


433 - 


independently.resolved in 


favour complainant 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


NO. 


4O74 


4075 


4076 


4077 


4078 


4079 


4080 


4981 


4O82 


4033 


4084 


4085 


4086 


4O87 


4088 


4089 


4090 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


unfair dismissal by drug firm 


improper business practice by real estate 
firm 
construction defects in new home 
increase in original estimate for moving 
charges 
denial of agreement to accept return of 
unsold merchandise 
unwillingness to terminate lease without 
exceSSiv= costs 
women discriminated against ain, tavern’s 
former men's room 
ioss of money on shares that had risen in 
value 
pressured into making a deposit on house 
that Complainant did noe want to buy 


wrongful dismissal of employment 


high cost for premiums 


would not pay for paint job needed on rusted 
car 


total amount of loan still owing is too high 


threatened with court action because of 


outstanding loan 


unfair cancellation of fire insurance policy 


construction costs for instal lativon . Of 


telephone service too high 


excessive amount of smoking 


on privatelywned 
owned bus 


RESULT 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry mnade/referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


434 


NO. 


4091 


4092 
4093 
4O94 


4095 


4096 
4097 
4098 
4099 


41090 
4101 


4102 
4103 


4104 
4105 


4106 


4107 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


delay in receiving new insurance policy 


unjustly suspended from work and unfair 
treatment after resuming work 


sae charged for a survey of property too 


policy cancelled for failure to maintain 
premiums 


several construction defects in new home 


dissatisfied with offer to repair furniture 
again 


discrimination in eaployer le pension plan - 
oa age is sixty and men's is sixty- 
ive 


payment for insurance claim too low 


threatening legal action because of refusal 
to pay 


defective tape recorder 
gave no reasons for refusing employment 


dealer would only take back. defective 
vehicle if owner took substantial loss 


wanted replacement for new truck - rusting 
and peeling paint 


sold mobile home and kept proceeds 
unable to collect insurance claim 


had made deposit but had, not heard of 
delivery date nor amount still owing 


car problem - no help from dealer 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


advice given 


referred 


= 43 


NO. 


4108 


4109 


4110 
4111 
4112 


4113 


“ig 


HG Na es) 


4110 
4117 


4118 


4119 


4120 


47121 


4122 


41293 


4124 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


fire insurance reimbursement 


received threatening letter re 
repair bill 


newly built basement had cracking walls 


unfairly requested to pay cash shortages 


irm intended to phase-out trailer court 


notice to. sell complainant's house to 
satisfy creditor 


excessive fee for survey 


returning merchandise to another province 
and wanted. assurance that money would be 
"epeeit wan in full (See Detailed Summary 


not compensated for loss of machine 


insurance settlement offered unacceptable 


eo nae requested as to obligations of 
oan 


surveying fee unreasonably high 


seniority cancelled and then fired after 
extensive period of sickness 


delaying insurance payments 


facing possibility of losing house Decatise 
of falling behind in mortgage payments 


owner selling land and houses - will have to 
move 


sold equipment with tax included where tax 
was not required 


ts) 
RESULT 


advice given 


advice given 


advice given 


referred 


advice given 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


advice given 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


4126 


4127 


4128 


4129 


4130 


4131 


4132 


4133 


4134 


i133 


4136 


4137 


4138 


4139 


4140 


4141 


4142 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


proposed increase in telephone rates 
substantial increase in insurance premium 
delay in repairs to amplifiers 


new oil furnace fault so did not a 
installments uy oe 


faulty house construction 
uncooperative insurance firm 


dupi2culty ian obtaining insurance for those 
under psychiatric care 


increased retail miik prices 
request to hook up to existing hydro supply 
problems with former employer 


unable to collect cash settlement due to 
company bankruptcy 


extra tuition fees a contradiction of terms 
outlined at time of enrollment 


discrimination against francophones by 
newspaper 


inadequate compensation for husband's death 
inadequat2 insurance coverage 
construction faults rampant in new house 


Sales distributorship was not renewed upon 
lapse of contract 


failure to honour contract to supply books 
forvcrstripuTs.on ; 


ee 
RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


withdrawn 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


explanation given 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


advice given 


explanation given 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


4143 


4144 


4145 


4146 


4147 


4148 


4149 


4150 


4151 


4152 


4153 
44154 
4155 
4156 


4157 


4158 


4159 


4160 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


unauthorized repairs performed on car 


furnace was Saat poorly and had never 


functioned we 


non-specific questions about_a collection 
agency, private company, and legal aid 


refused job because of diabetic condition 


insufficient compensation for damage done in 
laying pipeline 


employees should be paid overtime -anonymous 
complain 


retrieval of refund from travel agency 


misuse of on prize advertising 


materials 


hame 


eligibility for disability pension 


lack of 
months 


heat in building during the summer 
retrieval of deposit on yacht 

faulty automobile 

builder did not complete work 


refused to give refund 


deposit on automobile not returned (See 
Detailed Summary #165) 


faulty tires - no help from retrailer 


feel they were pawns between agent and 
supplier of insurance 
favilure (of auto Manufacturer to honour 


warrenty 


= 43:0 .— 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 
referred 


referred 


referred 
listened 


referred 


referred 


referred 


listened 


referred 

referred 

independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


4161 


4162 


4163 


4164 


4165 


4106 


4167 


4168 


4109 


4170 


4171 


4172 


4173 


4174 


4175 


4Y¥ivo 


4177 


4178 


4179 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


pec Cnr dealer or 


manufacturer a ala 
delayed repair to amplifier 

new house basement contravened by-law 
improper cleaning of furnace wrecked it 
incomplete building, but contractor suing 


faulty jeep - no help from dealer or 


manufacturer 
refusing to pay claim after accident 


+rying to retrieve 
company 


back wages from bankrupt 


wished bank loan to be forgiven 


was in accident - creditors pressing for 


payment 


complaint against private developer 


inadequate service from telephone company 


problem with insurance company 


increased premiums 


Sazzlre of vVehicies over loan 


erhacs ¢i Company 


pension benefits transferred 


pension benefits transferred 


poor quality building 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


cath wane) 


NO. 


4180 
4181 
4182 
4183 
47184 
4185 


4186 
4187 


4188 
4189 
4190 
4191 


4192 


4193 


4194 


4195 
4196 


4197 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


advice sought re lapsed policies 
building quality poor 

denial of contract 

refused separation pay 

defective tires on automobile 
mishandling of house sale 


mismanagement of affairs by real estate 
, agents 


tetention of separation Certificate by 
employer - additional holiday pay owing 


unsatisfactory merchandise from massage firm 
automobile rust 

compensation refused for automobile rust 
faulty house construction 


discrepancies regarding amount of money 
received and to be payed for insurance 
policies 


fauhkty scar repair job resulting in 
considerable further expense 


delay in transfer of account 


refused to reimburse repair costs for fauity 
merchandise 


ent withheld 


faulty house construction - paym 
nverclain 


~ resulting lawsuit and cou 


refused to refund rent deposit 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


440 - 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


4198 


4199 


4200 


4201 


4202 


4203 


420 4 


4205 


4206 


4207 


4208 


4209 


4210 


4211 


4212 


4213 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 


incorrect insurance invoice 


contractual obligations unfulfilled 


defective merchandise - 
business 


contract mobile home 


honoured 


re ‘contents 


complaint against insurance firm 


poor quality house paint 


dealer no longer in 


not 


problem with well caused by local drilling 


faulty upright freezer - no help from dealer 


refused to install telephone 


refused to honour guarantee 


real estate agents seeking full commission 
for house sale despite not fulfilling 
obligations 


unfair treatment by private firm 
misrepresentation of an agreement 

purchase 

information requested - what happens 

monies left in a pension fund 

possession Of furniture delayed) due 


vendor bankruptcy 


difficulty being rehired 


of 


tO 


to 


4214 termination of employment as a hairdresser 


4215 defective automobile - no help from dealer 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


referred 


advice given 


inguiry made/referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


44] - 


PRIVATE BUSINESS 
- 442 - 


NO. RESULT 


4216 new doors and windows not delivered referred 


4217 unable to return suit - shop out of business referred 


4218 sold a new rust-prone car referred 
4219 fire insurance rates raised drastically referred 
4220 dissatisfied with new car and with service inquiry made/referred © 
4221 problem re telephone line reterred 


4222 unable to obtain insurance for logging truck inquiry made/referred 


4223 Pee for blood tests unfair since covered assisted resolution in 
by full premiums assistance favour complainant 


4224 due to construction, property is under water independently, resolved in 
favour complainant 


4225 pe uees responsibility for damage to mobile referred 
one 


4226 barred from entering store advice given 
4227 incurred damages from water flooding advice given 
basement 


4228 refused to extend phone service unless referred 
payment for required cable 


4229 problem concerning a defective chain saw referred 


4230 information request - protection of artist's inquiry made/referred 
copyright 


PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


4231 car towed away and sold while complainant referred 
was in jail 


NO. 


4232 


4233 


4234 


4235 
4230 
4237 
4238 
4239 
4240 
424] 


4242 


4243 
4244 
4245 


4246 


4247 


4248 


PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL 


husband ejected wife from family home after 
33 years Shea eS eel - law does not protect 
her ownership righ 


civil case resulting from conditional sale 
of a house was worrisome 


rent too high - $200/month 


loss of deposit on purchase of house result 
of real eState broker's dishonesty 


neighbour neglected to inform, purchaser of 
house that property line was incorrect 


brother's body improperly interred by 
sister-in-law 


tandledy hostility -— refused to pay rent 


landlord expects pay ecee *£0r alterations 
made to apartmen without tenant*s 
knowledg2 


husband's maintenance payments in arrears 


sale of water right-of-way may deprive 
residents of water 


overcharging by owner of trailer park 


real estate agent sold house below market 
value 


unable to reclaim furniture seized from 
third party as a result of bankruptcy 


husband and wife could not agree on property 
Split upon divorce 


landlord raised mobile home rent too much 


landlord attempting to. evict tenant despite 
60 day notice required by law 


husband caused wife to leave marital home 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


443 - 


NO. 


4249 


4250 


4251 


4252 


4253 
4254 
4255 
4256 


4257 


4261 
4262 
4263 
4264 


4205 


4266 


PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL 


loss of under false 


personal 
pretences 


property 


friend, a. :contractor, did 


; not complete a 
construction job ; 


wife cashing old age pension cheques without 
permission 


person who sold financial 


[ 5 savings 
guilty of deception 


plan 


dispute over ownership of land 
disagr2ement concerning ownership of estate 
heighbour refused to cut his grass 


house vendor wanted to back out of deal 


financial loss due to back out by 
prospective buyer 

confiscation of possessions 

divorce problen 
discomfort and inconvenience due to 


apartment conversion 
accused of breach of contract 
problems with schizophrenic spouse 
neighbours were living on property 
worked overtime but paid straight time rate 


wished to preclude husband from asserting 


any Lights against propery 


cost of fill for 


pEepeney should be paid by 
previous owner who verball 


y agreed to pay 


- 444 - 
RESULT 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL 

4267 difficulties in obtaining a right of way 

4268 school principal failed two brothers but 
passed son ; 

4269 unable to obtain complete accounts from 
executors 

4270 paid with worthless cheques 

4271 gna ke to sublet apartment and could not pay 
ren 

4272 misled on dimensions of property, then 
unable to se 

4273 squatters refused to leave house or pay rent 

4274 neighbour encroaching On property with 
approval of municipality 

4275 husband took custody of children despite 
court order 

4276 dispute over ownership of land 

4277 request for advice regarding civil suit 


4278 request for advice regarding enforcement of 
civil court judgment 


4279 request. for advice concerning laying of 
Crihinal Charges 
4280 eR ta ay mistakenly insists she is owed 


4281 SETS ee ce aunt's will failed to properly 


andle wil 
4282 overpricing of spectacles in Wawa 


4283 formet course leader 


attempted to break and 
enter house 


= 445 - 
RESULT 


referred 


advice given 
inguiry made 


referred 


referred 
referred 


advice given 


referred 
advice given 


referred 
referred 


inquiry made/referred 
referred 
referred 
referred 


inquiry nad¢e/referred 


referred 


NO. 


4284 


4285 


4286 


4287 


4288 


4289 


4290 


4291 


4292 


4293 


4294 


4295 


4296 


4297 


4298 


4299 


4300 


PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL 


land surveyor charged more than price quoted 
actions of private individual 


requested a complainant's address 


loss of private cheque for $7,500 
deed of land withheld 


court action as a result of termination of 
business agreement 


termination of business agreement resulting 


in forfeiture of paintings 


d eviction from senior citizens home 
erference with receipt of pension 


indiscriminate piling of neighbour's fill 
causing flooding 


outstanding court settlement unpaid except 
for $10,000. aid by Motor Vehicles 
Accident Claims Fund 


Will not effective to pass real property 


person charged with son's murder not found 
guilty 


did not secure mortgage 


wished to make financial settlement with 
former common-law husband 


seeking assistance in recovering child 


former supervisor wrote an uncomplimentary 
evaluation 


harassment by neighbour 


- 446 - 
RESULT 


referred 


advice given 


explanation given 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


advice given 


abandoned 


no solution identified 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


4301 


4302 


4303 


4304 


4305 


4300 


4307 


4308 


4309 


4310 


4311 


4312 


4313 


4314 


4315 


4316 


4317 


4318 


4319 


PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL 


Signed documents to assist husband 

Marriage separation dispute 

entitlement to share of holdback commission 
assaulted and prevented from working 
disagreement over jointly owned land 
pharmacist holding prescription 

outstanding tax bill from previous owner 
tenancy dispute and unpaid hydro bill 
husband in arrears with support payments 
tenancy dispute 


difficulties obtaining title to house and 


lan 
Signed everything over to husband 


With bad cheques - one 
With endorsement a 


tea room owner stuck 
a government cheque 
forgery 


advice on divorce proceedings 


wished to locate missing father 


former son-in-law is not returning borrowed 


money 
protesting disbursement of sister's estate 


wished the 


purchaser of half her property 


other half 


son's eye knocked out by two children 


RESULT 


referred 


explanation given 


advice given 


inguiry made 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


447 - 


NO. 


4320 


4321 


4322 


4323 


4324 


4325 


4326 


4327 


4328 


4329 


4330 


4331 


4332 


4333 


4334 


4335 


4336 


4337 


PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL 


many difficulties with former girlfriend 
prevention of access to property 
outstanding writ already paid 

money owing for half interest in house 


neighbouring rabbitry attracting rodents 


access to neighbouring eye through 
complainant's property 

delay in estate settlement 
impending law suit concerning alleged 


property damage 
undesirable tenants in house 


lost home and possessions to ex-husband - 


forced to go on welfare 

illegal road closure 

unfair termination of employment 
lack of compensation for fire damage 
alleged conspiracy and harassment 


visiting 


niSatiSltacrocy arrangements re 
children of divorced couple 
Car seized because of outstanding lien - 


extra financial expenses for owner 


child's emotional _stability threatened if 


father given custody 


unpaid: mortgage - removal of stock 


- 448 - 


RESULT 


referred 

referred 

assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 
referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


NO. 


4338 


4339 
4340 
4341 
4342 


4343 


4344 


4345 


4346 


4347 


4348 


4349 


4350 


4351 


4352 


4353 


4354 


PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL 


ats rae Claim damages for motor 
inaccurate land deed discription 

unfair job dismissal 

problems with divorce settlement 

purchased faulty automobile 

barrels used illegally by neighbour as 


barracade on beach 


request for assistance in suing individual 


request for assistance concerning legal 
problems 


NSF cheque written for farm equipment at 
auction 
after charges in civil 


Davee soee a 


lawyer, 
Suit were opped : 


Papeeu to whom money was lent went to 
lberta 


husband causing problems for wife 


repossession of mobile home means tenants 


must move 


request advice concerning unpaid support to 


former wife 


uested custody of grandson 


candmother re : 
olidays 


or Christmas 


possession and home problems with separated 


wife 


dispute with former common-law wife 


- 449 
RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


4355 
4356 
4357 
4358 
4359 
4360 
4361 
4362 


4363 


4364 
4365 
4366 


4367 


4308 no 


4369 


4370 


4371 


4372 


4373 


PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL 


trying to receive outstanding account 
has not received money for car 

car registration never transferred 
family problems 

wife's life threatened 


defrauded of money 


divorce payments in arrears 


emotional and family problems 


dan the streets leading a 


angerous man roaming 
pi 


e of crime 

noisy neighbours 

lien placed on van 

problem with estate settlement 
from 


noise and interference neighbour's 


citizen band radio 


phe ee allowed unless an additional water 
electricity fee was paid 


ing, qeavenge between mortgagee and 
Crs -agtais 


IH 
ap 
© Hs 


harassment by neighbour 
double billing made by contractor 
property surveyed improperly 


home for subdivision 
fo) 


approval delayed by 
neighbours objections 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


referred 


advice given 


inquiry made/referred 


listened 


referred 


referred 


referred 


withdrawn 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


explanation given 


450 


NO. 


4374 
3:75 
4376 
4377 
4378 


4379 


4380 


4381 


4382 
4383 


4334 
4385 
4386 
4387 


4338 


4389 


4390 


4391 dispute over rightful ownership of property 


PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL 


title to property disputed 


compensation 
tenants 


unsuccessful in recovering accident damage 
subcontractor put lien on property 
unable to obtain divorce 


problem with estate settlement 


writ issued against complainant re civil 
matter 

refused permission to see grandchild 
Silanderous talk regarding stay in mental 
hospital 

land not transferred pursuant to the 
registration of a deed 


sold house under false pretences 
n2ighbour's cats causing health hazard 
property dispute - claiming strip of land 
alleged unpaid debts to father-in-law 


unable .to secure employment 


epileptic condition 


septic systen and weepin 
heignbeuring property tecnted too 
boundary 


confiscation of WCB correspondence by wife 


for property damage caused by 


because of 


tiles on 
near 


= 45 — 


RESULT 


inguiry made 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made 


NO. 

4392 
4393 
4394 
4395 
4390 
4397 


4398 


4399 
4400 
4401 


4402 


4403 


4404 


4405 


4406 


44OQ7 


4408 


4409 


not allowed 


PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL 


attempt to purchase tax 


arrears owing 


property having 


non-payment of mortgage 

driving accident 

clarification of marital status 

missing person - suspicious circumstances 
defauiting on purchase payments . 


to take car although 
agreement to purchase 


signed an 
harassment by former landlord 


not complying with seperation agreement 


unable to locate children 


unable to contact landlord about flooding 
problem 
incurred substantial debts due to unwise 


investments made by relative 


landlord-tenant dispute threat 


- eviction 
(See Detailed Summary #167) 


one Te sae regarding the interpretation of a 
wi 


husband not making support payments 


underhanded real estate deal between members 


of same firm 
husband not making support payments 


request assistance in evicting irresponsible 
tenant 


a thee 


RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


advice given 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


assisted resolution in 


favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


4410 


4411 


4442 


4413 


4414 


44q5 


4416 


4417 


4418 


4419 


4420 


442) 


4422 


4423 


4424 


4425 


4426 


4427 


PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL 


surveyor's fees unusually high 


St any advice about damages claimed in 
automobile accident 


Car demolished by drunken teenager, no 
restitution made 


when cheque finall arrived from former 
employer, it was N.S.F. 


sought alimony from husband 
request assistance dealing with assault case 


request for advice about dispute over child 
custody 


family had mother committed and dispossessed 
of her property 


divorce settlement 

divorce case 

bequests from mother's estate 

mistakenly sold an extra piece of property 
ex-wife laft him with mortgage in arrears 
insufficient heat provided by landlord 
retrieval of $250 deposit 


fire destroyed sailboat 


humbering on street confusing for deliveries 


dispute with neighbour re fence 


RESULT 


listened 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


abandoned 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


453 - 


NO. 


4428 
4429 
4430 
4431 
4432 


4433 


4434 
4435 


4430 
4437 
4438 


4439 
Gud 0 
HUY 4 


4442 


4443 
444g 
4445 


4446 


PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL 


fence dispute with neighbour 
problems with executor of estate 
‘paki eere nt dispute 
landlord-tenant dispute 

eviction from father's land 


dissatisfaction with dental treatment and 
objection to high cost 


family problems - wished to divorce wife 
refund refused for falsely appraised ring 


plaintiff used courts to put complainant out 
Of bUuSInNess 


ne enaner aoe property by wife~ divorce 
action pending 


court action taken by ex-employee to clain 
wages 


money owing on business transaction 
difficulty re collection of maintenance 
unidentified complaint 


harassment with intention of having 
grant rejected 


infringement of property boundary 
property purchase agreement not honoured 
unjust termination of employment 


financial loss due to near bankruptcy 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


BNO. 


4447 


444s 


4449 


4450 


4451 


4452 


445 3 


4454 


44u55 


4456 


4458 


4459 


4460 


446 1 


4462 


PRIVATE INDIVIDUAL 


unsatisfactory construction of new home 


law suit - (commission on sale of house 
withheld pending acquisition of Declaration 
of Possession 


confusion over estate administration 
landlord wished to evict tenants 
recovering money from salesman 
privately purchased trailer repossessed 
dispute over right-of-way 


cheated out of farm rightfully belonging to 
complainant 


former wife neglecting and abusing children 


information request re a driver involved in 
an accident 


request for information regarding a driver 
involved in an accident 


UNI VERSITIES*PRIVATE 

OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
policies of administration are unfair 
concern over non-acceptance of application 


Peon mat1on request - procedures for 
admission to university 


expulsion from medical faculty due to racial 
prejudice 


non-renewal of teaching contract 


- 455 - 
RESULT 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry mnade/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inguiry madée/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


NO. 


446 3 
4Ho4 
4465 
4466 
Y46e7 
4458 


4469 


4470 


4474 


UNIVERSITIES-PRIVATE 


Senne a 


dismissal from teaching staff 


refused admission to music course 


refused admission to social work program 


withdrawal of admission offer 


full credit not granted for previous courses 


employment contract not renewed 


withholding of marks because of refusal to 
pay small amount 


wished to withdraw from pension fund 


faculty - tenure 


RESOLT 


advice given 


advice given 


referred 


inguiry made 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


referred 


explanation given 


4005 


NO. 


G4y2 


4473 
4474 


4475 


4476 
4477 
4478 


447g 
4480 


4481 


4482 


4483 


4484 


4485 


4486 


MONICIPAL CONSERVATION 
eee ed UE ER Ce 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


difficulty in having property rezoned 


LoGal eee Dose did not recommend in 
favour of application for severance 


financial expenditure to recover illegally 
registered land 


unfair expropriation compensation 


Lecns OL Sale of (land to authority not 
complied with 


water neu aiS threatened by authority's plans 
to build nearby well 


unacceptable pL Operey assessment for purpose 
of expropriation 


unfair job dismissal 
possible adverse effects from proposed dam 


refusal to grant septic tank permit as a 
result of soil testing and evaluwation 


refused building permit 


refusal’ to pa legal expenses regarding 
expropriation proceedings 


refusal of application for building permit 
MUNICIPAL BOARDS OF EDUCATION 
OUTSIDE JURTSDICTION 


compensation for injury which occurred in 
school 


refusal to proceed with construction of 
French language school 


- 457 - 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


4487 


4488 


4489 


44ugo 


4494 


4492 
4493 
4494 
4495 
4496 
4497 
4498 


4499 


4500 


4501 


4502 


MNONICIPAL BOARDS OF EDUCATION 


election procedures to board unfair 


refusal to proceed with construction of 
French language school 


refusal to proceed with Lanse stomebusid 
French Meee SI high schoc (See Detailed 
Summary #145) 


refusal to proceed with construction of 
French language school 


£0 proceed With “construction ~of 
French language school (See Detailed 
Summary #145) 


‘refusal to proceed with construction of 
French language school 


information request concerning more 
diversified grant system to schools 


refusal. to proceed with construction of 
French language school 


transportation agreement nullified - Board 
not willing to pay new costs incurred 


no supervision rovided_ for children 
crossing busy road to school bus 


rejection of _ application for school for 
retarded chiidren 


failure to file report on school bus pick- 
ups 


Cchildr2n refused use of school bus 


inadequate bus transportation (See Detailed 
Summary #155) 


improper hiring practice 


exorbitant taxation 


= 453" — 
RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


explanation given 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


explanation given 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


explanation given 


advice given 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


4503 
4504 
4505 
4506 
4507 


4508 


4509 


4510 


4511 
4512 
4513 
4514 


4515 


4516 
4517 
4518 


4519 


MUNICIPAL BOARDS OF EDUCATION 


duty of school to make arents aware of 
children's reading difficulties 


lack, of school bussing service to isolated 


family 


inappropriate wage scale determination 
applied to employee 


child's lack of progress in school fault of 
teachers 


conflict over possession of scholarly works 
produced while employed by school board 


change in school bus route 


lack of program for Francophone retarded 
children 


teaching contract not renewed 


insufficient space for disabled child in 
Special opportunity class at local school 


complaint about teacher and lack of 
assistance from board 


tender for musical instruments granted to 
foreign company 


refused recommendation - unable to renew 
letter of standing 


poor tactics used to enforce discipline 


_pressuring daughter to obtain social 
insurance number 


son. unjustly suspended from high school 
while living in group home 


dissatisfied with request to resign from 
teaching position 


labour dispute with local board 


— 459 - 


RESULT 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry madée/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


listened 


referred 


advice given 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


MONICIPAL BOARDS OF EDUCATION 


NO. 


4520 refused permission to 


i t attend high school in 
neighbouring district 


4521 unfairly dismissed 
MUNICIPAL GARBAGE 
OUTSIDE JVRISDICTION 


4522 closing of town dump and implementation of 


weekly garbage pick-up 


4523 no _opportunity given to vote on introduction 

of service 
MUNICIPAL GOVERNING BODY 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 

4524 subdivision proposal approved for greenbelt 
area (See Detailed Summary #157) 

4525 municipal engineer refused to approve road 
into property 

4526 pressure, from employers brought about 
resignation of ‘stafit doctor 

4527 information reguested re councillors 


residing out-of-town 


4528 recovery of land blocked by township 


4oesmmnunici pality . refused te iavest in r2aght of 
way for private trailer park 

4530 property rezoned 

4531 municipality terminated employment without 
just cause 

4532 request information regarding municipal 


rezoning procedures 


- 460 


RESULT 


advice given 


referred 


inguiry made 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


4533 


4534 


4535 


4536 


4537 


4538 


4539 


4540 


4544 


4542 


454 3 


4544 


4545 


4540 


4547 


4548 


4549 


MUNICIPAL GOVERWING BODY 


name deleted from civil election canvasser's 


unfavourable zonin restrictions imposed b 
local official plan ae Y 


city employees" group insurance plan refused 
to pay benefits? : : aire 


unfair provisions of local official plan 


Bast York opposed expansion of day care 
centre 


GEatfic Control in parking lot 


construction of drain by municipality on 
complainant's property 


discrimination against native people re home 
purchase 


Renee made to Tee eae re Ontario 
ome Renewal Plan too hig 


unjust handling of tax sale 
refused parking permit 


COSt) /OLr construction Of watermain too hagh 
for residents 


unwritten regulation Chace dds sep ub Te 
utilities employees must live within the 
limits of the town 


zoning by-law restricts selling off land 


notices of oo uanest ans for re-zoning were 
not circulated to all persons affecte 


contravened township by-law by converting 
stcckroom into living quarters 


amendment, to aie order necessary prior 
to granting of building permit 


= 1461. — 


RESULT 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


NO. 
4550 
#554 
4552 


4553 


4554 


4555 


4556 


4557 


4558 
4559 


4560 


4501 


4562 


4563 
4564 


BOTS) 


4566 


4567 


MONICIPAL GOVERNING BODY 
neighbour encroaching On property with 
approval of municipality 

refiiisal to gpantepui lading peraie 
refusal to grant building permit 


delays and damage on part of municipality 
fouled well water 


arbitrary issuance of summons for by-law 
PaLeacezon 


various difficulties with municipal 
government 


unfair local zoning by-law 


road in wrong location = over only source of 
fresh water 


unfair price for expropriated land 
unfair dismissal 


appizcation for building permit - if refused 
unable to sell land 


insufficient expropriation payment 


+own council refused to open closed 
concession until area is more fully 
developed 


home renewal renovations not completed 
various local problems 


ordered to do repair work and cleaning 
operations 


zoning change required for building 


denial of land severance 


- 462 - 


RESULT 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


referred 


listened 


circumstances changed 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


MUNICIPAL GOVERNING BODY 


4568 unjust employment practices in determining 


4569 


4570 


4571 


4572 


4573 


4574 


4578 


4579 


4580 


4581 


4582 


4583 


4584 


job placements 


refused permission to conduct lotter to 
rebuild legion hall 


request assistance concerning severence 
problem 


speakers in_municipal council allotted too 
much time, library fees excessive 


request | advice concerning possible 
expropriation of home 


ON ASS cle to direct homeowner subsidization 
of road widening project that should be 
paid for by taxes 


arbitrary and inflexible rule regarding no 
forgiven2ss of loans 


refusal to renew kennel licence 
Hescripr2on Of City, Lost 

objections to gravel pit in their area 
loss of clear title to home 

no notification of street widening project 


of gonad regulations resulted in 
culty in selling business premises 


ted ats to provide services for building 
ots 


building permit issued in error 
unwarranted local improvement 


unjust SPIE) ae Acetate procedure (See Detailed 
Summary #158) 


= 463) = 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 

explanation given 
referred 

independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


4585 


4586 


4587 


4588 


4589 


4590 


4591 


4592 


4593 


4597 


4598 


4599 


4000 


4601 


Loo 2 


UNICIPAL GOVERN 
new survey resulted in reduction of property 
frontages 


contravention of procedure laid out in Local 
Improvement Act 


legality of local by-laws questioned 
ordered to remove unapproved building 
law SUit =e breach of contract 


proposal to spend six million dollars “on 
ConsEruction o police station, arena and 
Li Dra © y 


proposed installation of new drain 


oy er cent (of costs ~necded to repair 
eter line charged to local residents 


road pa gcaead scheme nL | affecting 
area financially and aesthetically 


implementation of new zoning by-law 
sub-standard roads and water system 


notice of expropriation but no money offered 
and expropriation procedure not explained 


proposal to amend official plan re traffic 
Contro.s 


refused authorization to expand trailer park 
withdrawal of road services 
non-maintenance of municipal drain 


street widening project proposed £Ox 
residential area 


zoning by-law to limit use of property 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


inquiry nade/referred 


explanation given 


referred 


advice given 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


464 


NO. 


4603 
4604 


4605 
4o06 
4607 


4608 


4609 
4610 
4611 


46512 
4513 
4614 
4615 


4616 
4017 
4618 


4o19 


4620 


HONICIPAL GOVERNING BODY 


official plan disregards 


Tivate ownershi 
of beaches P P 


actions of mayor 


self-interest 


and council motivated by 


illegal road closure 


Bee Le ,cremaining as natural environment 


esignation 
eviction trom historical docking faciitd ties 
Unauthorized ditch on “property 


information request re 


; Sst acquiring land to 
2stablish subdivision 


forced to vacate land and remove cottage 
from site 
forced to vacate land and remove cottage 


from site 

property sold in error 

ordered to remove illegal cabin 

unfairly charged cost of fence construction 


attempt to rezone area for commercial use 


payeent of developers legal costs by 


ownship 


proposal to rezone area resort residential 


for seasonal homes only 


house foundation sinking due to unrepaired 


drain 
change in by-laws re pet control 


tights of quiet enjoyment infringed upon by 
local by-law officers 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


465 - 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


explanation given 


, NO. 


4621 


4622 


4623 


4624 


4625 


4626 


4627 


4o28 


4629 


4630 


4631 


4632 


4633 


4634 


4635 


4636 


MUNICIPAL GOVERNING BODY 


house illegally expropriated furniture 
seized, obstruction charges laid | 
inguir regarding current use of defunct 


JE ety base at Moosonee 
building permit refused 


land freeze meant. no SR edge iks could take 
place on privately owned lo 


unjustly turned, down for of 


: position 
engineer with region 


overcharged for cleaning of municipal drain 


request for assistance in 


ake: t requesting 
amendment to ministerial order 


opp ce ee taxi cab ownership rejected 
y metro licensing commission 


councillor 


local reeve and I approved 
construction of a fence which partially 
blocks driveway 

village government had refused to 


participate in Ontario Home Renewal Program 


dispute over placement of fence 


expropriation of property unfair 


displeasure with trarfic signs of 
international variety 
difficulty relating to municipal matter 
misinterpretation of Ontario Home Renewal 


Program regulations 


mobile home contravening local by-law 


=a O00 


RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


MONICIPAL GOVERNING BODY 


4637 removal from planning board 


4038 possible construction of sanitary sewers 


4639 


4640 


46041 


4642 


4643 


4644 


4645 


4646 


4647 


4648 


4o49 


4650 


4651 


4652 


4653 


4654 


_ information request _re Ombudsman 
jurisdiction over local administration 


Sas es illegality of the paying of wolf 
bounties by municipalities 


recently formed group opposed plan for 
downtown development 


municipalit not acting responsibily in 
dcwntown redevelopment 


discrimination against applicant for Home 
Renewal Grant 


provisions of pension plan discriminatory 


information request - appeal procedures in 
contesting by-law 


lot levies required by regional municipality 
oppressive 


expropriation settlement unfairly low 


refused permission to locate mobile home on 
private property 


dispute over removal of top floor 
building lot permit denial 

dispute concerning land transaction 
unfair method of awarding contracts 
refused permission to sever land 


seeking reimbursement for glasses broken 
during a fa 


RESULT 


withdrawn 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


explanation given 


explanation given 


467 - 


NO. 


4655 


4056 


4657 


4658 


4659 


4660 


4661 


4662 


4663 


4664 


4665 


4666 


4667 


4668 


4669 


4670 


4671 


MUNICIPAL GOVERNING BODY 


concerned land around 


about development of 
village 


disallowed electrical licence 


alleged conspiracy and 


concerning hearing 
iand purchase 

denied building permit 

contravention of municipal by-law 
deregistration of plan of subdivision 
unsatisfactory road maintenance 
improper expropriation procedures 


Sidewalks in hazardous condition 


information 


t reguest - 
regulations 


particular zoning 


by-law enforced in tyrannical fashion 


honoured riqanal -contracti) made sitor Pian 
Ontario Home Renewal Program Grant although 
dissatisfied with contractor's work 


difficulty with by-law 


no decisions made concerning status of area 


declined, to enter into agreement of takin 
over private road if residents brought roa 
up to standards 


TOL Ora Varn Dy, Vocal 


: planning board that 
severance not possible 


should advise by mail before 


cutting weeds 
Ons PLOperLly 


- 468 - 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


MONICIPAL GOVERNING BODY 


NO. 


4672 insufficient compensation for expropriation 

4673 eee ny to meet by-law standards regarding 
ome 

4674 unwilling to enforce building standards 

4675 information request -_ procedure to follow 
when there is legal Opposition, to san 
Official, pian 

4676 ee el permit ught not be have been 
issued for neighbour S new garage 

4077 proposed, placing of Meee ey retarded 
persons in a housé on her street 

4678 wished to obtain deed so as to ascertain 
ownership of highway frontage 

4o79 Various complaints concerning town 
administration 

4680 dismissed from job as fire chief 

4681 against proposed by-law 

Hoe2Z > land. zoning = wished to sell property ‘to 
township 

4683 discharge of firearms to be prohibited 

4684 reimbursement for court case from 
municipality 

4685 bankrup a ek housing project - fear of 
appropriation for low rental housing 

4686 installation of unnecessary drain 

W6a7— prevention “or “access bY road = inquir 
regarding sea plane aS legal means o 
access 

4688 rain water drain paved over with resultant 


leakage into basement 


- 469 
RESULT 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


MUNICIPAL GOVERNING BODY 


NO. 


i 


4689 refused building permit 

4690 refused landfill contract 

4691 property damage caused by creek over flow 
4692 property expropriation for sewage plant 


4693 dasta cul oy in obtaining information 
regarding proposed forest plan 


4694 flood damage caused by broken water main 


4095 sewage charges levied against PEoRer ty oy 
way of sub-division agreement and oca 
improvement by-law 


4696 proposing _to raise epee ie fees for 
Offi Ss 


ciai plan amendmen 


4697 gross ee ere neds between estimated and 
actual cost of drainage system that cottage 
owners were to share 


4698 employment demotion ‘due to political 
patronage 


4699 local council turned down application for 
loan under Ontario Home Renewal Program 


4700 unfair to take away frontages due to recent 
surveys of old road allowances 


4701 floodin caused by tampering with river's 
natural flow 


MUNICIPAL HYDRO 


OUTSIDE JURTSODICTION 


4702 survey mistake - P.U.C. charges have doubled 
and rural hydro service may have to be 
installed 


4703 embarrassing techniques of making users pay 
their bills 


=24 1\)o= 
RESULT 


advice given 

advice given 

referred 

referred 

advice given 

referred 

assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 
inquiry made/referred 
referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


4704 


4705 


4706 


4707 


4798 


4709 


4710 


4711 


4712 


4713 


4714 


4715 
4716 
4717 


4718 


MUNICIPAL HYDRO 


information 
interest on 
commission 


reques 
deposit 


t i 
held 


by utii 


ment 


hye TE 


(See Detailed Summary #15 


collection of tenant's hydro bill from owner 


increase Shee nyvaro 

reassessment 

ie poles on 
Teal ly 

Una lateral, contract 

with custome 

level of lake not 

seme vot, flood 


tac 


es due 


complainant's 


aa dal 


Maintained properly 


BUNTCIP 


Aly 


obligat 


OTHER 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


sngineering 


complainant's 
government maps 


aned 


enforcement 


vy~lew : 
esidence 


cottage 


ecutbecks ~in J PubdicoH 


not well 
prohibits add 
ealth Nursing 


to land 


property 


LON Se rest 


report not properly prepared 


at 
shown on 
LO Te CO 


Services 


creating difficulties in communities 


subsidy denied due 


2818) 


family's 


(ee ee 


being in excess of maximum allowable 


denied municipal serv 


expropriation of land 


ices 


outhouses endangering water supply 


tax Lend disposal 
land parcel 


agency falsely advertised 


- 471 - 


RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


listened 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


inquiry made 


referred 


NO. 


4719 


4720 
4721 


4722 


4723 


4724 


4725 


4720 


4727 


4728 


4729 


4730 


4731 


4732 


MUNICIPAL - OTHER 
unfairly dealt with by public works 
committee 
approval of faulty house construction 
discriminatory hiring practices 


concerned about inspection conducted on 
electrical and plumbing systems 


denial of taxi licence 
MONICIPAL PARKS-RECREATION 
OUTSIDE JVRISDICTION 


ee direction of current and washed away 
SOME. Of PrOoOpercy 


inadequate supervision for children 
improper usage cf pools 
MUNICIPAL POLICE 


OUTSIDE JNRISDICTION 


inaccuracies in police fr t of automobile 


e 
accident involving her chi 


OL 
1d 


inmate's request for. assistance in obtainin 
Clothes locked inside friend's impounde 
car 


status of file retained by police force 
failure of police to lay charges 


charges EN Tae | laid - resulted in 
expensive legal fees 


conviction based upon false police testimony 


~ A725 


RESULT 


inquiry nade/referred 


circumstances changed 
withdrawn 


referred 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


referred 
referred 


referred 


referred 


ek 

4733 
4734 
4735 
4736 
4737 


4738 


4739 


4740 
4741 
4742 
474 3 
4744 
Y745 
4746 


4747 


4748 


4749 


4750 


MUNICIPAL POLICE 


harassment 


: ; with 
application 


interfering T.A.P. 


Charge laid erroneously by police 
treatment by police after arrest 
ill-treatment of family 

hot entitled to retroactive wage increase 


information reguest re OG 


U RUSisdtcrion 
Ombudsman in police matters 


results indicated a 
believed to be a th 


domestic dispute whereas 
eft 

lack of cooperation in consolidating charges 
charges laid improperly 

continually harassed 

£aver Of sports car constantly stopped 
prisoner not informed of reason for arrest 
personal property seized and not returned 
brucality on pezz. of local police 

and run 


refused to further investigate hit 


accident 


assenger unfairly charged with refusing 
ake breathalyzer test 


Cart 
to 


illegal _ arrest at place of employment would 
jeopardize future job prospects 


azemiesal, from _ RCMP = Unable. to gain 
employment with local police departments 


= 473 = 


RESULT 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referreda 


referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


withdrawn 


referred 


advice given 


explanation given 


referred 


4752 


4753 


4754 


4755 


4756 


4757 


4758 


4759 


4760 


476 1 


4762 


476 3 


4764 


4765 


47o60 


4767 


4768 


MUNICIPAL POLICE 


assistance requested in lodging complaint 
ished to lodge complaint 
unjustified parking ticket 


loss of personal property. including a 
Sizeable amount of money 


investments jeopardized by actions of fraud 
squad 


irregular and unusual Seat teu employed in 
arresting inmate on T.A.P. emp oyment 


improper conduct in investigating son's 
death in auto accident 


causing him embarrassment 


searches and harrassment of himself and 
family 


harassed by police -.over Suspicion, of 


extortion 

mistreated both physically and mentally 
harassment over last three years 

undue harassment and threats 


unprovoked assault resulted in charge of 
creating a disturbance 


irregularities re arrest and COnvictson 
speeding charge excessive and unwarranted 
convicted on false information 


eu PE CRee conduct during investigation of 
motor vehicle accident 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


474 - 


UGE 


4769 


4770 


AG a A 


4772 


4773 


4774 


4775 


4776 


4777 


4773 


a772 


4780 


4781 


4782 


4783 


4784 


4785 


4786 


MUNICIPAL POLICE 


systematic harassment 
denied civil rights during accident 


job dismissal due to pressure from plain 
clothes inspector 


son béing harassed 
harassment and unjust charges 
unspecified problems 


police mishandled personal property at time 
Ole -aLrest requested assistance in 
regaining it 


poiice officer misrepresented facts of motor 
aCC1Cen, court 


police lied under oath to gain conviction 


SGarched apartment in absence - informed 
neighbours she was in jail 


ejected from his home after his wife changed 
the locks 
dissatisfaction with the searching of 


members of his social club 
mistreatment by arresting officer 
dangers involved in radar stops 
harassment to native peoples 

fear of harassment 

unjust treatment 


summons harassment 


RESULT 


listened 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution 
favour complainant 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


475 -= 


in 


_ NO. 


4787 
4788 


4789 


4790 


4791 


4792 


4793 


4794 


4795 


4790 


u797 


4798 


4799 


4800 


4801 


4802 


4803 


4894 


4805 


MUNICIPAL POLICE 


a a 


unjust charge of careless driving 


controversy over car accident 


undue 


concentration 


of 


enforcement of speeding laws 


mistrea 
assault 


framed on charges involving stolen goods 


tment 


manpower 


and wrongfully charged 


poor handling of case of missing son 


driving harassment 


harassment complaint 


assaulted in Station 


on 


with 


information request re length of time option 


On property vali 


fears music lost while in police hands 


constant problems with police 


harassme 


non-en 


excessive noise at night 


harass2d and threatened 


nt - numerous tickets 


forcement 


of 


by-law 


concerning 


s2cret investigation and wire tapping 


undue ha 


improper behaviour 


unable 


rassment 


to obtain 


police report 
assault and robbery 


re alleged 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


4/6 - 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


4806 


4807 
4808 
4809 
4810 
4811 


4812 
4813 
4814 
4815 
4810 
4617 


4818 


4819 


4820 
4824 
4822 


4323 


MUNICIPAL POLICE 


confiscation of funds 


papers stolen and phones tapped 


; J - improper 
investigation 


failure to respond when 


complainant's 
apartment broken into 


confiscation of expired driver's licence and 
unfounded charges 


police failed to act in apprehending bicycle 
thieves 


propert Selved at time of arrest” not 
*64 


eturne 
harassment of black community 
harassment of her children 
inguiry regarding parole support 
alleged raid and police brutality 
not notified of son's detainment 
undu2 harassment 
interference with bail 


Witdacwercest. -and 


hearing 


anforced resignation due to, personality 
eontlrct sand resultant inability .to obtaih 
a position with any police force 


undu2 harassment 
undue harassment 
assaultive behaviour 


threatening, 


loss of personal belongings 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


abandoned 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


477 - 


4825 


4826 


4827 


4828 


4831 


4832 


4833 


4834 


4835 


48306 


4837 


4838 


MUNICIPAL POLICE 
privileges - tobacco confiscation en' routeto 
COUrE 
constantly shadowed - threatening suicide 
falsely arrested 


MUNICIPAL PUBLIC HEALTH 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


refusal *0 end lock out of public health 
nurses 

Board eee out Public Health Nurses as 
result of labour dispute 


property condemned 


actions, Of public shea lth “une 


septic tank 
inspector 


dismissed or racial and national basis 


ued because of failure to 


three summons s 
h order 


€ 
comoLy, Wiech fh 


Ss 
2 


is 
a1 


refusal to end lock-out of public health 


nurses 
lack of public health nursing services 
lack of public health nursing services 


non-enforcement of regulations regarding 
location of septic system and weeping tiles 


lack of public health nursing services 


lock-out of public health nurses 


N/K 


RESULT 


inguiry made 


referred 


referred 


inquiry 


inguiry 


LOG ey: 


inquiry 


inquiry 


referred 


InguLry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


inquiry 


made/referred 
made/referred 


made 


made/referred 


made/referred 


made/referred 


made/referred 
made/referred 


made/referred 


made/referred 


made/referred 


NO. 


4839 


4840 


484 


4842 


484 3 


4844 


4845 


4840 


4847 


4848 


43849 


4850 


4851 


4854 


MUNICIPAL ROADS 


ODTSIDE JURISDICTION 


payeng of LO peethei a Lhe Lun oO tems 
water over complainant's ao) t S 
D2tailed Summary. #159) Breer ala ce 


road ought to have been maintained by 
+ownship 


township roads in poor condition 
non-maintenance of road 


ity did not enforce, developer's 


aera : 
ion to improve subdivision roads 


obliga 


several eo pertaining to maintenance 
One pub 


ic road 


auto, Gace. dent resulted from improperly 
Maintained road - compensation desired 


SCOUntLY road is too marrow 


missing guard rail compounded effects of 
road accident 


county roads department damaged retaining 
wall 


difficulties arising from road widening plan 
by local authorivies 


non-improvement of road surface 


information request re appointment of road 

Superintendent provancial funding of 
municipal roads _and MTC regulations and 
municipal responsibilities 


Closing Gl 1oads 


damages and injuries, sustained from fall on 
city sidewalk should be compensated for 


refusal to construct access road 


Soke HE} 


RESULT 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


explanation given 


referred 


inguiry made 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


advice given 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


NO. 


4855 


4850 


4857 


4858 


4859 


4860 


4861 


4862 


4863 


4864 


4865 


4806 


4867 


4868 


4874 


4872 


MUNICIPAL ROADS 


inadequate compensation for right-of-way 
sub-standard access road 


.noise levels during construction of 
ina Expressway 


highway construction disrupted: business 


inability to obtain snow ploughing services 
from municipality 


municipality refused to take over and 
maintain a road 


decisions of council regarding alterations 
and improvements of road made without 
citizen input 


road not constructed to standards 

road causing drainage problems 

expropriation of property for road allowance 
road not properly serviced 


old bridge ought to be maintained by town as 
LOUuTLSt Attraction 


disliked method of lighting road 


replacement of power lines due to road 
Straightening 


fence damaged by snow plow 


road widening project detrimental to living 
conditions 


roposed widening of road and expropriation 
of his frontage 


lack of roads to Lake Simcoe 


- 480 - 
RESULT 


inguiry made/referred 
advice given 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 
referred 
referred 
referred 
referred 
referred 


referred 


listened 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 
referred 


referred 


NO. 


4873 


4874 
4875 


4875 
4877 


4878 


4879 


4580 


4883 
U8384 
4885 


4886 


4887 


4888 


4889 


MUNICIPAL ROADS 


non-maintenance of roads 


MONICIPAL SEWERS 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


failed to disciose reason for a 


: very high 
increase in rate 


tO. Lax eCrUShed and 
lateral 


refused 


S2ewss 


broken sanitary 


delay and faulty work 
flooding and erosion due to new drainage 


Cascacustied dzaan, on 


eee ne ey with ‘construction of 
flooding damag=s to finished basement 
water and sewer works delayed by developer 
disput? over drainage ditch 

Doss. Di lisy Of Flocding 

PEOpercy Elooding from municipal drain 
Liseailetzon. Of drains 

blockage in drainage facilities 


faulty sewers caused flood damage to private 
house 


Suing for flooding damages 


septic sewer drainage running into his 


property 


insufficient water pressure 


RESULT 


referred 


advice given 


advice given 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


481 - 


MUNICIPAL SEWERS 


NO. 


4890 concerned with cost of municipal drain 
4891 unfilled ditch on property 


4892 concern about responsibility for service 
pipes extending beyond lot line to street 


4893 difficulty in securing sewer and water 
services From town 


4894 installation of Sewers 
4895 flooding possibility 
4896 inadequate storm sewage system 


MINICIPAL TAXES 


ONTSIDE JURISDICTION 


4897 excessive increase in municipal rates 


4898 lost papers caused land taxes not to be paid 
- property then for sale to pay fOr + tax 
arrears 


48299 property tax assessment too high 
4900 unfair property tax assessment procedure 


+ demanded on unpaid education taxes 
Lagnant Lost notified of assessment 


mn 


4902 misleading advertisement of land sale by 


municipal tax disposal agency 


4903 unjust second assessment 


4904 gross inequities in property taxes 


4905 unjust assessment 


- 482 - 
RESULT 


referred 
advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 
referred 


referred 


referred 


assisted resolution 217 
favour complainant 


referred 
inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 
referred 


referred 


NO. 

4906 
4907 
4908 
4909 
4910 
4911 
4912 
4913 
4914 
4915 
4916 
4917 
4918 
4919 
4920 


4921 


4922 


4923 


4924 


MUNICIPAL TAXES 


mikes taxation same aS town - services are 
ess 


objection to local improvement levy 
discrepancy in property tax assessments 
taxed fcr common laneway 

wished to receive rebate of taxes paid 
tax overpayment 

wants rebate for overpayment 

excessive taxes - taxation system unjust 
over-assessment of taxes 

owed tax refund 

refused statement of taxes owing and/or paid 
recovery of court costs 

unjust property tax increase 

unjust property tax increase 

improper property tax assessment 


taxes ought to _ be lowered to reflect 
services not provided 


assessment too high 


confiscation of property due to non-payment 
of taxes 


taxation excessive 


- 483 —- 
RESULT 


referred 


explanation given 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


explanation given 


explanation given 


referred 


independently resolved in 


favour complainant 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 
advice given 

referred 

referred 


referred 


advice given 


abandoned 


advice given 


referred 


MUNICIPAL TAXES 


NO. 


4925 excessive property taxes 
4926 assessment rate doubled in one year 


4927 problem of real value taxation between two 
municipalities 


4928 information request - next step in fighting 
assessment 


4929 assessment on cottage excessive 
4930 duplication of school taxes 
4931’ trailer park taxation 

4932 disagreement over taxes 


4933 controversy re land ownership and payment of 
taxes 


4934 unjust assessment 
MUNICIPAL TRANSIT 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
4935 expansion of wheel-trans service 


4936 injuries caused due to negligence of bus 
driver 


MUNICIPAL WATER 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
4937 unfair road maintenance charges 
4938 water and sewer works delayed by developer 


4939 overpayment of water charges for past twenty 
years 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


advice given 


484 - 


NO. 


4940 


4944 


4S42 


4943 


4944 


4945 


49406 


4947 


4948 


4949 


4950 


4951 


4952 


4953 


4954 


4955 


MONICIPAL WATER 
water leakage due to incorrect installation 
of services 


failure to rectify town water suppl hi 
flooded basement : pply which 


pipes freezing during cold weather 


SEwer and water charge too high for 
penszoners tO cope wath 


town council did not want to extend water to 
residents outside official plan area 


refusal to extend water service 


high) ¢€ost of water hook=up for six month 
périod only 


excessive fee for installation of meter 
MUNICIPAL WELFARE 
OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 
unable to have move paid 


benefits inadequate to cover cost of surgery 
on knee 


lack of income available to his wife due to 
igseancarceration 


benefits inadequate 
reguest for financial assistance 


request for financial assistance to pay for 
abtiiiciad, Limb 


would like to see Committee more responsible 
respecting its decision 


q@ifficulties in applying for assistance 


- 485 - 
RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


explanation given 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inguiry made/referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


4956 


4957 


4958 
4959 


4960 


4961 
4962 
4963 
4964 
4965 


4906 


4967 
4968 
4969 
4970 
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HAS ie EF 


MUNICIPAL WELFARE 


welfare allowance insufficient 


should receive a general welfare benefit for 
medication 


unfairly demoted 
had gone back to school and was broke 


complaint against welfare 
disqualification 


system due to 
unable to obtain welfare benefits 

not receiving adequate support for family 
assistance in paying for glasses 

law suit re money owed by complainant 
refused application for general assistance 


OL segs utility payments not deducted 
e 


from or's welfare cheque 
COMMITTEES OF ADJUSTMENT 
OUTSIDE JNRISDICTION 
failure to receive notice of severance 
request for help in appealing decision 
refusal of another hearing by secretary 
refused permission to sever land 
owner denied severance - 


former new owner 


allowed 


dela in obtaining severance caused 


Been eee Of Ds Veks Loan 


RESULT 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


inguiry made 


inguiry made 


inguiry made 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 
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inquiry made/referred 


referred 


advice given 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


4973 


4978 


4979 


498 1 


4982 


4983 


4984 


g9.85 


4980 


4987 


4983 


4589 


4990 


COMBITEES OF ADJUSTMENT 
Be eee to sever -dispute over 
relused building permit 
application for land severance refused 
rejection of application for land severance 
refused permission to sever land 
application for consent to sever denied 


request for resolution of severance dispute 


compliance with health unit regulations 
ee have no bearing on conveyance of 
an 


denial of permission to sever land 


unsuccessful in Obtaining ‘approval for 


Sse VeEranc> 


Land Division Committee refused application 
for cons2nt to sever 


assistanc2 in obtaining land severance 


LnmfLor mation 


eae about appeals = 
municipality has de era 


est 
nied land sev nce 


d several applications for severance of 


denial of applications for land severance 
denied request to sever land 
ignored application for severance 


denial to sever land 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry mnade/referred 


referred 
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4994 


4995 


4996 


4997 


4998 


COMMITEES OF ADJUSTMENT 


denial of permission to build 

refused permission to sever land 
information request re land severance 
land severance application rejected 
land severance application rejected 
land severance denied 

fee for minor variance 


denied consent to sever a parcel of land 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


advice given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


inguiry made 


referred 
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NO. 


4999 


5000 


5001 


5002 


5003 


5004 


2005 


5006 


S007 


5008 


INTERNATIONAL 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


father held in Yugoslavia for political 
reasons 


Mexican hospital had not sent itemized bill 
to OHIP aS requested, payments cannot be 
made until they do 


objected 5a) illegal arrest with 
psychological terror inflicted and 
anterrogation by CIA agents 


compensation for injury suffered while 
WOrKIng in Australia 


compensation benefits for war experiences in 
Germany 


dissatisfied that pension plan was 
teams erred to U.S.A. 


Poobien]= retrieving birth certificate from 
Michigan State University records office 


wanted .S. veteran's pension increase 


; adequacy of insurance and 
azsabailiry — benefits ~= U.S. veteran's 
administration 


unsuccessful in obtaining application forms 
Lon 25. SOCial Security 
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RESULT 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


assisted resolution in 
favour complainant 


NO. 


2009 


OTHER PROVINCES 


OUTSIDE, JURISDICTION 


transfer assistance requested from 4Hull 
Prison to an Ottawa jail 


5010 courts and police dealt unfairly with case 


5011 


gO 


S03 


5014 


5015 


5016 


Sn 


5018 


5019 


2020 


5021 


nO 22 


S025 


in Dorval, Quebec 


costly repairs. due to faulty engine = 
purchased auto in B.C. 


delay in property purchased in New Brunswick 


Gifticulty anvobtainang §UiC and” welfare 
benefits in B.C. 


tocal doctors unsatistactony in) Manitoba 
town 


ee to enforce maintenance payments in 
er 


Quebec Pension Board denied benefits because 
Contra butery petiod too short 


British “Columbia Workmen's Compensation 
Board suspended benefits 


diffticul vies, anvhearing, “wished to reopen 
claim with Manitoba WC 


requested legal advice about Manitoba 
2 
Autopac 


assistance requested in locating correct 
Se eae to déal with pension problem from 
Quebec 


legislation regarding divorce and child 
Support an B.C. 


treated unfairly by Quebec prison system 


no answer from authorities “in 5.C.e 0 With 
respect to charges 
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RESULT 
referred 
referred 
referred 


referred 


referred 
referred 
referred 
referred 
explanation given 
referred 
referred 


inguiry made/referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


OTHER PROVINCES 


se 


5024 disposition of trust funds in New Brunswick 


9025 claim with Manitoba Autopac not yet settled 


5026 


S027 


5028 


2029 


5030 


203. 


3032 


5033 


Quebec plan refused to pay hospital costs in 


Ontario 

recurrence of compensable accident not 
ooyer eG in Ontario - related to Nova Scotia 
inadequate | expropriation Renee and 
difficulty in language communication in 
Quebec 

must repeat courses in order to apply for 
registered nursing status in B.C. 


inquiry regarding rejection of injury clain 
b¢ Manitoba WOR? ! eat 


New Brunswick Department of Social Services 


Quebec Civil Code regarding reclamation of 


stolen automobile 


unjust child custody decision in Alberta 
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RESULT 


referred 


independently resolved in 
avour complainant 


referred 


inquiry made/referred 


inquiry made/referred 


referred 
referred 


abandoned 


referred 


referred 


NO. 


5034 


5035 


5036 


O47 


eens} 


5039 


5040 


5041 


5042 


5043 


5044 


5045 


5046 


5047 


5048 


5049 


NO ORGANIZATION SPECIFIED 


OUTSIDE JURISDICTION 


information 


request - funding for 
centre 


day care 


informacion request - eaeee protest about 
pesloytis relations in oronto, Ontario and 
anada 


concern that with husband at school she will 
oe be able to make payments on outstanding 
oans 


licences granted oil 


and gaS companies will 
doom the country 


unintelligible complaint 
unintelligible complaint 


unintelligible complaint 


information request - legal 


: obligations of 
land developer and citizen 


assistance requested in forwarding mail to 
Eriends 


recommendation that the of electric 


toilets be mandatory 


use 


request for assistance in recovering goods 
left in Toronto by Peruvian deportee 
request ‘for Ombudsman assistance in filing 
appeal 

had not received compensation for back 
injury 
general government concerns 

concern over federal erecta American 

ay 


exploiters and the name "Thunder 


freeze on hiring from outside Civil Service 


ao Ze 


RESULT 


inquiry made/referred 


advice given 


inquiry made/referred 


no solution identified 


listened 
listened 
listened 


referred 

explanation given 
inquiry made/referred 
no solution identa ten 
referred 

advice given 


referred 


listened 


referred 


NO. 


5050 


5051 


$052 


S053 


5054 


5055 


9056 


aie) 


5058 


5059 


3060 


5061 


5002 


5063 


5064 


5065 


50606 


NO ORGANIZATION SPECIFIED 


information request - pensions for 
epileptics 
wanted financial assistance in order to 


leave home and continue schooling 


information request - how 


to 
bilis pay 


monthly 


children are rE ying ee force the selling of 
ate 


a farm from an es 
unintelligible complaint 


Single women 


lack of support pay 
fo) 


ents for 
between the ages 65 


aym 
£60 and 


royal commission sought to inguire into the 
2Stablishment of a new province within the 
boundaries of northern Ontario 


g2neral 


complaint re 
Spending 


government over- 


non-specific complaints 


various levels of government fail to promote 
energy Saving devices 


non-specific problems with various law 


enforcement agencies 


objections to word "Roman" preceding word 
"Catholic" in official government documents 


complaint unintelligible 
unspecified complaint 
no specific complaint 


information correct deeding of 


request re 
property 


unintelligible complaint 


RESULT 


referred 


referred 


referred 


referred 


listened 


advice given 


referred 


listened 


abandoned 


referred 


abandoned 


referred 


listened 


referred 


abandoned 


referred 


listened 
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NO. 


2067 


5068 


5009 
5070 
LO 


70H 2 


2073 
5074 
DOTS 


S076 


NO ORGANIZATION SPECIFIED 
PS sca ls Tequestere Sfegqaiity of wilt 
where is justice 
JURISDICTION NOT DETERMINED 
had a medical problem 
no compliant specified 
concerned over an injustice in 1975 


information requesting organizations which 
aSsist persons with certain ailments who 
want to work 


information request - squatters' rights 
information request for financial assistance 
information request for financial assistance 


information request for financial assistance 
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RESULT 


referred 


listened 


independently resolved in 
favour complainant 
abandoned 


abandoned 


referred 


explanation given 


referred 


referred 


referred 


CHAPTER 
FIVE 


DETAILED CASE SUMMARIES 


MINISTRY OF 


AGRICULTURE AND FOOD 
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als) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


In July, 1974, the complainant, a very large commercial 
bee-keeper, was informed by the local inspector that his bees 
had a disease known as American Foul Breeds DMishis+¢lager. wed 
as a virulent disease and the Provincial Apiarist has the power 
under The Bees Act to destroy all infected bees and equipment 
bywiire: Half the complainant's colonies and equipment were 
destroyed by order of the Provincial Apiarist before the 
procedure was halted due to the financial hardship caused to the 
complainant. 

The Provincial Apiarist then agreed to salvage the rest 
of the complainant's equipment by an experimental process 
Known as fumigation. The complainant's contention to our Office 
was that the Provincial Apiarist had burned part of his equipment 
unnecessarily. 

A member of our staff met with the Provincial Apiarist on 
several occasions as well as with the complainant. Our 
Assistant Director of Legal Research investigated the powers 
of the Provincial Apiarist under The Bees Act and determined 
EDarawiene dnwinspector 1s Cfethe Opinion that -arcdlsease iar 
a virulent type exists in any bee, or on any hives or equipment, 
the Provincial Apiarist may, by order in writing, require 
the bee-keeper to destroy any such bees, hives or equipment 
by fire. We therefore concluded that the Provincial Apiarist 
had the authority to order the destruction of the complainant's 
bees and equipment. 

However, Ministry officals had been quite successful in 
Salvaging the rest of the complainant's equipment through 
the fumigation process. The complainant's equipment was 
shipped to Montreal where it was fumigated, and then returned. 
In our view, the Ministry had invested considerable time, 
eftort, ana money an this program. However, the complainant 
was unable to benefit from it as he did not have sufficient 
funds to acquire new bees. 

Recordingly, members of our staff met with the Deputy 


Minister and several other officials of the Ministry and 


9 6s 


proposed that the Ministry give the complainant an interest- 
free loan of about $10,000 to acquire new colonies of bees. 
The Deputy Minister was sympathetic to the problem and said 
that there was a procedure whereby the Ministry could supply 
a loan /aiethe recipient was. found! tombesa goods¥financialarism. 
Inquiries were made into the complainant's financial 
Situation and it was determined that he had numerous outstanding 
debts totalling aboutess0 70002" 2On*thesbasis#of tthvs informacicon, 
the Deputy Minister felt, and we concurred, that a loan to the 
complainant could not be justified. 
A further meeting was held with Ministry officials and we 
concluded that the Ministry had made a sincere effort to 
accommodate the complainant, but because of his financial record 


a loankcouldenot .besgusttiied. 
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(2) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


On October, 1, 1976, the complainant visited our Office 
with a complaint which appeared, at first, to be against the 
Sheriff's Office. The complainant was of Ukrainian descent 
and was experiencing difficulties communicating in English; 
however, our researcher was able to communicate with him in 
Ukrainian. His complaint concerned an execution in the amount 
Gre-/20-00 which, according to the Sheriff's Office, was still 
outstanding. 

The complainant was in the process of selling some property 
when he discovered that the transaction could not be closed 
because of an outstanding execution against him. He could not 
understand this as he was convinced that he had paid all the 
monies OWing on’a total of 4 executions which had been issued 
against him over the past several years. As a result, he 
contacted the Sheriff's Office and was given copies of all the 
writs of execution and the receipts for his payments. However, 
accoraing to the Sheriff's Office, one execution in the amount 
ot 5/30500) had not yet been paid. 

Our researcher, together with one of our legal officers, 
examined copies of the writs of execution and the receipts, but 
it was impossible to tell from them exactly how the complainant's 
payments were allocated. 

Our researcher accompanied the complainant to the Sheriff's 
Olaicerthe same day In an attempt. to clarify the matter, tor the 
complainant. On arrival at the Sheriff's Office, our researcher 
was shown the original writs of execution and calculations 
indicating how much money the complainant had paid including 
imeerestepayments and incidental tees. After examining, all the 
writs of execution and receipts, there was still no indication 
that the complainant had paid the outstanding $730.00. At this 
point, our researcher contacted the lawyer to whom the money 
Was sowings» He in turn checked his files and informed her that 
the amount in question had actually been paid in full by the 
complainant some time ago. However, the lawyer had not cleared 
the writ of execution with the Sheriff's Office because the 


complainant still owed him an extra $20.00 in incidental fees. 


eee isle, 


The lawyer indicated that the $20.00 had now been deleted and 
told our researcher to advise the complainant that a letter to 
the Sheriff clearing the outstanding execution would be ready to 
be picked upvat his Office by three’ o'clock the samevday. 

On October 5, 1976, our researcher contacted the complainant 
in order to determine whether he had experienced any further 
difficulties. The’ complainant assured her that’ the matter had 


beencompletely resolved to His ‘satisfaction. 


(3) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint originated by receipt of a’ letter from 
the complainant's lawyer. The complainant contended that she 
was the sole beneficiary of her late sister's estate but that 
she had not received an interim distribution of the estate 
although probate had been obtained approximately a year earlier. 
As a result, her lawyer felt that there had been an undue delay 
en the™ part oF the Public Trustee. 

Atter notifying the Public" Trustee or our intention to 
investigate this matter, our Investigator spoke to the Public 
Trustee and other officals and obtained the relevant documents. 

The Public Trustee administers estates of persons who die 
in ‘the Province of Ontario without any adult next of kin. 

Upon liquidation of all estate assets, distribution of the 
net proceeds is made to those persons who are beneficially 
entieled and able to prove their claim. 

After a review of the relevant material, we found that 
the complainant was sent a copy of the Public Trustee's 
Proot of Helrsnip Instructions and was asked to satacr™ tie 
requirements in order that heirship could be established. 
However, when the Heirship Affidavit was returned to the 
Public Trustee's office some months later, it disclosed the 
existence of two nieces. 

“AS™a Lesulr Gf This Intermation, Lt was Imposatoler ror 
the Public Trustee to make distribution of the estate in full 
to the complainant until it was determined whether the nieces 


were still alive and,if not, whether they had left heirs. 


rigs) 


However, the Public Trustee approved the distribution 
of one half of the estate to the complainant and advised our 
office that the two nieces had been located. We therefore 
concluded that there had been no undue delay on the part of 
the Public Trustee in the distribution of the estate, but 
that the delay was due to confusion in satisfying the 


requirements for establishing heirship. 


(4) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The clerk of a municipality was instructed by the Municipal 
Council to write to our Office concerning the municipality's 
problems regarding the purchase of some land. 

ihe municipality was attempting to purchase a parcel of 
land “i an adjacent township in order to facilitate the 
construction of a new sewage treatment system which had been 
recommended in a report prepared by a consulting engineering 
cae aii 

Before the council made its final decision to purchase 
the property, it met with representatives from the Ministry 
of the Environment, the Ontario Municipal Board, and the 
Ministry of Culture and Recreation to receive their advice. 
Since the expenditure would require debenturing, approval was 
also necessary under The Municipal Act from the Ontario 
Munwes pal Board. 

Members of the council as well as the clerk met with the 
Ontario Municipal Board to ascertain how best the municipality 
could go about these proceedings. It was determined that a 
section of The Municipal Act applied and that therefore the 
council should proceed pursuant to that section. 

Having received this advice, the municipality passed a 
by-law and advertised for objections. Objections were 
received and an Ontario Municial Board hearing was required. 

At the hearing, the objectors were successful ina 
preliminary motion to defeat the application as made 
Dbyathe municipality, despite the advice received by the 


municipality from the Ontario Municipal Board. 


i we O NOE 


One of our legal staff contacted the Ontario Municipal 
Board and it became readily apparent that the municipality 
had a right to request a reconsideration by the Board under 
section 42%or ‘The Ontario Munacipalyboard Act. 

Because this procedure existed, we determined that the 
municipality’ s complaint<to our Office was premature: 1nerigut 
of Section 15(4) (a) of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, which precludes 
the Ombudsman from investigating any complaint where an 
objection or appeal procedure on the merits of the case has 
still to be exercised. 

We therefore anteormed ther municipal council of the 


procedure open to it. 


(5) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant brought tows a copy Of a pettoron! coat 
he had some years earlier sent to the Premier. The petition 
related to the expropriation of property by the Government in 
1965. The complainant contended that the amount of 
compensation awarded by the Ontario Municipal Board in 1969 
for the expropriated lands was insufficient and he requested 
either the return of the lands or additional compensation. 

As the complainant had also contacted his M.P.P., he was also 
kept informed throughout our investigation. 

The complainant's property had consisted of 730 acres 
with frontage on several lakes. It had been acquired in 
stages beginning in 1943, and in the early 1960's the 
complainant began taking certain steps to prepare for the 
future development of the lands. In 1965, 605 acres were 
expropriated for a proposed park. 

The hearing before the Ontario Municipal Board to 
determine the amount of compensation to be paid to the 
complainant was held in 1969, with both the claimant and 
the Ministry represented by counsel. The Board ordered that 


the amount of compensation was: 


=o 


"...toO include compensation for every claim of 
any nature whatsoever arising out of the 
Gxpropriartion Of the said lands, shall be the 
sum of $27,500 together with interest thereon 
at the rate of 6% per annum....". 


The complainant stated in the petition which formed 
his complaint that: 


"At the Ontario Municipal Board hearing the 
finding was apparently to the effect that the 
Suppliant still retained plenty of land “and 
that there was accordingly no injurious 
affection resulting in this regard. Evidence 
was advanced by the suppliant through two 
expert witnesses to the effect that the 
remaining lands held by the suppliant including 
the home had a market value of 33a ,500' tO 
$45,000. In view of the fact that the 
Suppliant spent $61,500 on the home alone, it 
seems clear that he has sustained a substantial 
loss. Even if it were concluded that there 

waS an Over-improvement prior to the taking, 
the over-improvment was surely enhanced upon 
the taking of 605 acres including the 
substantial lake frontage on the two desirable 
lakes." 


the complainant further indicated that at ‘the hearing 
before the Board, two appraisals of the property were 
introduced on his behalf, estimating the loss of market value 
to him at between $80,500 and $121,000,while "the 
Department of Public Works presented but one appraisal 
based One vacant. band value of $20,000... ."4 \ The complainant 
told us that although he had considered an appeal of the 
decision and that a Notice of Appeal had been served on the 
Ministry, the appeal was abandoned because of the expense. 

InvPecenber, 1969, the complainant trled a’ pet teion 
to Cabinet ‘appealing the decision of the Ontario Municipal 
Board. "by a letter dated December 17, 1969, the complainant 
was advised by a lawyer in the Ministry of the Attorney 
General’ that as more than 28 days had elapsed since the 
O.M.B. had delivered its Order, the Cabinet had no juris- 
diction to consider the petition under section 94 of The 
Ontario Munteipal Board Act. The letter indicated as well 
that even if he had been within time, Section 10(4) of 


The Expropriation Procedures Act appeared to rule out an 
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appeal under section 94. 

From December, 1969 to December, 1974, the complainant 
attempted to correct the injustice he believed had been 
done to him through various officials at both the provincial 
and federal levels of government. In December, 1974, a 
new petition was sent to the Lieutenant Governor. The 
complainant received in reply a copy of the December 17, 1969 
letter, as well as another letter indicating that the 
government's position had not changed. 

During our investigation, we learned that no transcript 
of the proceedings before the Ontario Municipal Board was 
available. This made the further investigation of the 
complaint extremely difficult in view of the fact that. the 
substance of the complaint concerned the nature of eae 
Board's decision and the effect given to the evidence of 
both parties regarding the Appraisal Reports. 

However, in order to. assist Us With Our Investigation, 
we retained the services of an independent expert to assess 
the appraisals performed on the complainant's property. 

The expert was not asked to re-appraise the property or 
to view it at all, but only to examine the factors which had 
the appraisers influenced and to determine whether the 
factors differed among appraisal reports. In so doing, we 
recognized the limitations which would be inherent in any 
report the appraiser could,make. The,O.M.B. hadihad the 
opportunity to hear the oral evidence of the appraisers 
whereas the expert retained by us had only the reports 
themselves to study. However, in view of the passage of 
time and the absence of a transcript, few other alternatives 
were available to us. 

The expert's report said. that. the Jdoss,of, value? of 
$20,000 as estimated by the government's appraiser was based 
On an unrealistic view of the highest and best use of the 
complainant? seland andethat) the appraiser shad sfavliedeto 
comprehend the complainant's land assembly scheme and the loss 
suffered through the expropriation of the complainant's 


residual holdings. The expert's report favoured the values 


ots -— 


given by the,two.other appraisers: $105,050. and $120,000. 
Pe West the expenttseopinion that.the complainant could not 
have meplaced jis holdings for the amotnt of compensation 

awarded by the O.M.B. 

Weasent.a copy of the expert!s. report. to the,.0O.M.B..for 
its comments and received a reply referring to the limitations 
amnherent in the expert's» report, particulary as. it had not 
beens tested with oral testimony. 

A member of our legal staff then met with the Chairman 
Ofethe;) O.M.B.)to discuss the. possibility of the complainant 
applying for reconsideration of the Board's decision, 
pursuant to: section 42 of The Ontario, Municipad Board, Act. 
Prior to the meeting the Chairman had referred us to the 
case Of Re Martin and County of Brant, a Court of Appeal 
decision. 

The teadnote of that case reads as follows: 


"Where a person whose land has been expropriated 
pursuant to The Highway Improvement Act, 
Roo. 1960, "Cc. P71, falls to appeal the 
determination of compensation by the Municipal 
BOavTO as provided for ins. 11 of the Act 
Wathiherie cime lamited by Ss. 41, 1 is noe 
open to the Board to rehear the issue of 
compensation under s. 42 of The Ontario 
hint oa le ehOar ad, Act, heo.O. 1900, "Ce. 274), 
Section 11(2) of The Highway Improvement 

Act provides that in ‘compensation pro- 
ceedings before the Board the provisions 

of The Ontario Municipal Board Act, other 
cheno o> s apply so far as isiipracticable 

fo every sucht claim’. However, as avery 
broad basis of appeal is provided under 

The Highway Improvement Act, it 1S .not 
practicable to reserve to the Board its 
Griginal right to review its own decision." 


Weewere Of the opinion that this case would also apply 
to an expropriation pursuant to The Expropriation Procedures 
Act, as was the eonolarnant Ss.) This Act. provides Tor 
an appeal on broad grounds as does The Highway Improvement 
Act, and we were accordingly of the view that it would be 
beyond the Board's AUENOLLEY tO PULpOrt LO reconsider the 
complainant's case. 


After further consideration and consultation with the 
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Chairman about possible ways to resolve this dilemma, 

we made an informal recommendation to the Board. We made 
an informal recommendation because our investigation was 

necessarily incomplete,SO that we were not in a position 

to form an opinion under section 22 of The Ombudsman Act, 
1975, and because we felt that the complainant should be 

entitled to have his case reconsidered. 

We, therefore, informally recommended that section 42 
of The Ontario Municipal Board Act be amended so that it would 
apply notwithstanding anything contained in The Expropriation 
Procedures Act. This recommendation was discussed in 
advance with the Chairman of the Ontario Municipal Board 
who could not indicate whether such an amendment would give 
rise to a flood of applications. “ini view cb.the: face, that 

The Exporpriations Act applies only to expropriations 
effected since December 20, 1968, we felt that such an 
amendment would be unlikely to produce a great many applications 

The Chairman’ of the sO.M.B. teplved@on Marche; oy 7, 
indicating that he neither supported nor objected to the 
recommendation. 

We then wrote to the Attorney General on March 23, 1977, 
enclosing our report as well as the reply from the Chairman 
of the O.M.BS By ‘a~ letter dated@May 12, 197/75 “the Attomney 
General’ andicated: that,an, Alsaview, sectsonaZesnomloetict 
be amended as we had proposed. He pointed out that the 
complainant had been represented by counsel, and further 
thats 


",...he chose not to appeal the decision to 
the courts and failed to appeal to Cabinet 
within the required time period." 


in fact, the complainant was financially unable to 
proceed to the Court of Appeal and no right of appeal to 
Cabinet existed. However, the Attorney General was not 
convinced that an amendment to section 42 would solve the 
matter to the satisfaction of the complainant, since the Board 
could refuse to rehear or could decide, if it did rehear the 
case, that the original hearing was fair and reasonable. 


He also indicated that the proposed amendment could open the 
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door to other applications and would set an undesirable 
precedent regarding the time that could elapse between an 


Original hearing and an application for a rehearing. 


(6) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant, a Provincial Court Judge, sought an 
extension of his pension benefits to cover a period of 
some > years in the 1940"s and 1950°%s during which time, 
although not appointed a full-time magistrate, he stated 
that he had carried the workload of a full-time magistrate. 

Our investigation indicated that the judge had been 
appointed from January, 1944 as a temporary magistrate, 
with subsequent reappointments at different salaries. He 
was appointed as a full-time magistrate on August lst, 
[o5o,. one at that time his contributory service for pension 
purposes commenced. Under The Public Service Superannuation 
Ree keo.O. 47/0, as amended, Section 25 provides that: 


"This Act applies to every full-time provincial 
7udage.. 


We corresponded with the Ministry of the Attorney 
General seeking an extension of the complainant's pension 
benefits in view of his claim, which appeared to be sub- 
stantiated, that he had carried the workload of a full-time 
magistrate during the period in question, and in view of his 
modest income from a part-time law practice. 

However, we were advised by the Deputy Attorney 
General that his Ministry could not provide a statement that 
the complainant had worked as a full-time magistrate during 
the period in question when this was not the case. Such a 
statement was required by the Ministry of Government Services 
in order to extend the time on which the complainant's pension 
could be caleulated. 

We subsequently approached the Ministry of Government 
Services with the request that it dispense with the require- 


ment of a statement from the complainant's employer (i.e. 
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the Ministry of the Attorney General) and treat the 
complainant's case aS a unique one. The Chairman of the 
Public Service Superannuation Board replied to our letter 
at the request of the Deputy Minister and stated that the 
complainant's case was not unique and no exception could 
be made. 

The complainant was advised that in view of the position 
taken by the relevant Ministries, we did not intend to make 


a formal recommendation under The Ombudsman Act. 


MINISTRY OF 


COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 
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CF) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant represented an organization of Canadian 
students, the’ majority being residents of Ontario’, who were 
Stucvang pediatric medicine in’ the United States? 

As an official of the Canadian Association of Podiatry 
Students, the complainant contended that the Ministry of Colleges 
ancdeuUntversities »financial assistance policy was’ Unfair, because 
while other Ontario students studying in Canada were eligible 
for provincial loans and grants, podiatry students were not, Since 
they were attending American institutions. The reason for this 
Was “that there are no similar facilities for the study of 
podiatric medicine in Canada. 

The complainant requested that the Ombudsman help podiatric 
medical students from Ontario to obtain deferred payment loans 
from the Ontario Government for the purpose of financing their 
education. 

Our Investigators interviewed officials of the Ministry 
of Colleges and Universities,including the Health Services 
Co-Ordinator of the Deputy Minivster”™s Office and the Student 
Peoiotance Planner, of the Polacy "and Planning Co-Ordinator Office. 

These officials provided a detailed resumé concerning 
podiatry in order to increase our general understanding of this 
(veld of medicine. They outlined the rationale behind the 
Ministry's provincial student assistance program, which is 
primarily geared to equalize educational opportunities in 
Ontario. “In addition, they explained that the distinction 
between chiropody and podiatry was being debated within the 
medical profession in Ontario, and the training required in 
Order tO quality for practise here was being revised.) at 
became apparent that until the Ministry of Health's view of 
podiatry/chiropody was firmly established, the Ministry of 
Collégés and Universities would ‘be unable to revise or finalize its 
student assistance policy. 

ho aavecule. iof this information, tur tinvestigator 
arranged to meet with senior officials of the Ministry of 


Health. These representatives explained that un 1974), “the 
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COCO Committee had been formed in order to study the standards 
and scopes of practice of Chiropractic, Oseopathy, Chiropody 

and Optometry. The function of this Committee was to make 
recommendations to the Management Committee of the Ministry 

of Health pertaining to the cost-benefits of provincial training 
facilities for these professions and to the levels of training 
that would be appropriate. 

Since the Ministry of Colleges and Universities" policy 
pertaining to student financial assistance was dependent upon 
the Ministry of Health's policy, which was undergoing revision, 
and since it was at the same time compatible with the legislation 
in effect whereby students studying outside of Canada were not 
considered eligible for provincial grants and loans, it was our 
conclusion that the policy and procedures of the Ministry of 
Colleges and Universities in this matter were fair and reason- 
able. 


(8) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 

A University student complained about reassessment of his 
student loan application for the academic year 1974-75. 

While attending Simon Fraser University, the complainant 
applied for and received a student award for the academic year 
1974-75 apportioned as $1030 grant and $800 loan. In April, 

1975, ,.hes applged«tor. a reviewsor, his) applicatvlvon yn, the hope 

of receiving additional financial assistance. He was subsequently 
informed by ‘the Ministry that: the review tdate,of Mareh 305.1975 
had passed and also that his original application had been 
reassessed. 

As a result of this reassessment the Ministry reduced 
his original award by $400.28 This jamount mepresented) thelestimat— 
ed cost of operating a car which the complainant acquired 
following the completion of his application. The complainant 
was of the view that use of his car was justified and that the 


Ministry's reassessment was unfair. 
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Our Investigator discussed the complainant's case 
with the Director of Student Awards to determine the 
Ministry's policy with respect to students who operate 
an automobile while receiving assistance. It was 
determined that the Ministry's standard¥paliet isto 
reduce the student's grant portion to $200 per term unless 
it can be demonstrated that there is no public transportation 
from the student's residence to the institution. The Ministry 
also pointed out that in most cases students are expected 
to live close to the institution they are attending and 


an allowance is made in this regard when assessing a student's 
costs. 


We informed the Ministry that the complainant had 
lived for one term in a cottage in the State of Washington 
while attending school at Simon Fraser University. 

While it was only fifteen miles from the complainant's 
cottage to the University, no public transportation was 
available. Following the receipt of this information the 
Ministry official contacted Simon Fraser University, which 
imcdicated Ehat accommodation was difficult to obtain in its 
area during the 1974-75 academic year. 

In a letter dated December 8, 1976, we were advised by 
the Ministry that as a result of the new information provided 
by vour Ortace it, had decided to dismiss the $200 resource 
for the complainant's first term,thereby reducing his reassess- 
ment from $400 to $200. However, with respect to the second 
term during which the complainant lived closer to the University 
in an area served by public transportation, the Ministry stated 
that it could not justify the use of the complainant"s car. 

The Ministry was, therefore, of the view that the $200 resource 


for that term must be included in his reassessment. 


(2) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was submitted by a lawyer on behalf of 16 


nurses who were members of The School of Nursing at a Community 


= Sere 
College. The nurses were formerly part of the faculty On 
a School of Nursing. As members of the School from 1968 
to 1973, they belonged to The Hospitals of Ontario Dis- 
ability Income Programme (HOODIP) , which 1S a sick leave 
plan. “This plan,provides fom benetits som Up etoeampestoaTas 
75 days accumulated at the rate of one day of sick pay per 
month of service. 

In January, 1973, the Minister of Colleges and Univer- 
sities and the Minister of Health issued a joint statement 
to the Directors of the Schools iof Nursing..indicating, that 
the responsibility. for mursing education would be seranse 
ferred from individual hospitals to community colleges, 
which would then come under the jurisdiction of the Ministry 
of Colleges and Universities. The directive stated: 


eure , in addition, we wish to assure the 
administration, faculty and Support person= 
nel of the present Schools of Nursing that 
they should not be disadvantaged by the 
move." 


The complainants' school was to become the local 
campus of the School of Nursing at the Community College. 
The contention put forth by the lawyer on behalf of the 
complainants was that they had in fact been disadvantaged 
by the change, in that they had not been able to transfer 
their accumulated sick day credits. After years of accum- 
ulating these credits, the nurses were left with no extra 
protection. 

Our Investigator met with am Official of Ene Maniccry 
of Colleges and Universities, Head of Personnel at the 
College, and two representatives of the nurses. The Ministry 
official emphasized that it was impossible for all the different 
schools of nursing involved in the transfer to be able to 
transfer all credits which were associated with the different 
Sick leave plans. On July 10) 91975, tnesDilrecror of the 
Applied Arts & Technology Branch of the Ministry issued a 
statement regarding the dispensation of sick leave credits, which 
stated: 


"Non-vesting accumulated sick leave credits: 
The individual will be able to transfer these 
credits to the College for sickness protection 
Only. These credits will not be recognized 
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for severance payment purposes by the College. 
Hospitals of Ontario Disability Income Programme: 
The Hospitals of Ontario Disability Income 
Programme is a service oriented plan, but the 
accumulated sick pay credits are not transfer- 
rable between the participating member hospital. 
These credits will not; therefore, be transfer-= 
rable to Colleges of Applied Arts & Technology." 
Therefore, it was only those nurses covered under HOODIP 
who were unable to transfer their accumulated credit. 

The position taken by officials in the Ministry and at 
Mohawk College was that although they would not be able to match 
some of the benefits which were associated with the various plans 
of the 56 different schools of nursing, they would be able to 
compensate the nurses for this loss of benefits in other areas. 
Thus, by looking at the entire package, the Ministry felt that 
none of the nurses would be disadvantaged by the change. 

mney also pointed out that HOODIP was not a plan ‘that nad 
ever had a cash payment associated with it and therefore it 
would not have been possible to negotiate a cash settlement for 
the nurses upon severance. Although the Ministry was unwilling 
to transfer the accumulated sick day credits, the Ministry did 
eke aiworheimeroe Look atterm Ythe nunses in thelm firsctsyear 
and allow them to draw against their unearned College sick 
leave credits to a maximum of 20 days should the need arise. 

We also determined from officials of Mohawk College that the 
nurses received a substantial salary increase upon transferring. 
However, it should be noted that this increase in salary was not 
limited only to the nurses from the hospital at which the 
complainants had formerly been employed. 

The nurses stated that in June, 1973, representatives 
of the Personnel Department of the College visited the schools 
to discuss the proposed transfer. When these officials were 
questioned by the nurses about sick benefits and pension 
arrangements, they were assured that these WOULG = *be. CLanstex— 
red to the College Plan. These officials also stated that 
although details had not been worked out, no duEiLcultles: were 
foreseen. With this limited information, the nurses were asked 
to accept a position with the College; they therefore 


relied heavily on the statement from the Ministry that they 
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would not be disadvantaged by the move. It was only later 
that they realized they were losing all their sick day credits 
accumulated over years of service. Although they received an 
increase in salary, other nurses from different schools received 
both an increase in salary as well a transfer of sick day credits. 
It was our opinion that nurses who were previously part 
of HOODIP were somewhat disadvantaged when the responsibility 
for nursing education was transferred to the Ministry of 
Colleges and Universities, in) that they ‘lost their accumulated 
sick day credits. The nurses had no choice in the transfer 
to the Ministry, and no definite details of the transfer were 
made available to them at the time they were asked to accept 
the new position. Accordingly, we recommended to the Deputy Minister 
that the’ Colleges should recognizeythe Sick days accumulated 
under HOODIP at 100% and credit them to the nurses, but that these 
credits should not be recognized for severance payment purposes. 
We also recommended that resort be made to these credits first, 
if required, before those sick days earned under the new 
GollegerPd ain: 
We were also of the opinion that this recommendation should 
have application to all those nurses who were previously part 
of HOODIP prior to the transfer to the Ministry ot .colleges 
and Universities. 


A response from the Deputy Minister stated: 


"Although I cannot accept your judgment that 
the individuals represented in your report 
were ' disadvantaged! by “theim transfer sco 

the Colleges of Applied Ants and, Technology, 1 
am prepared to instruct Mr. Lynch to proceed 
with the solution which he suggested." 

(Mr. Lynch is the Manager of Staff-Student 
Relations tor the Ministry...) 


Mr. Lynch's proposed solution was to transfer the full pay 
sick leave credits accumulated under HOODIP by former Schools 
of Nursing Personnel covered by the Jantiary, 97S) terms oF 
transfer, and that they be used to supplement their sickness 
protection should their accumulated College sick leave be 
exhausted. He agreed that these credits should not be recognized 


for severance/retirement gratuity by the College. It was our 
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opinion that Mr. Lynch's proposal incorporated the main body 
of our recommendation, the only difference being that he was 
of the view that HOODIP credits should be used only if the ac- 
cumulated College sick leave credits were exhausted. However, 
this still gave the nurses added protection if in fact it 

was ever required. We therefore suggested to the Deputy 


Minister that he proceed with Mr. Lynch's proposal. 


(10) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant contended that she had been judged 
unfairly regarding a student grant that she was obliged to 
repay. | 

In her first year of university, the complainant was 
given a loan of $800 and a grant of $950 under the Ontario 
Student Assistance Program. The loan portion is normally 
repaid in instalments beginning six months after completion 
of the post-secondary courses. A grant does not have to be 
repaid. The combined award is based on parental and student 
abidity stomfund the education - particularly parents” anticipated 
income. 

The complainant's father was a seasonal labourer, 

whose income was anticipated at $8,500. However, in the winter 
of the complainant's first year at university he was 
able to work and had an income of $14,832. . 

The following spring, when the complainant requested financial 
assistance for her second year at university, a random check 
by the Student Awards Officer of her parents' income tax sub- 
mission indicated a $6,332 difference between her parents' 
anticipated and actual income. In August, before her second 
year of studies, a letter was sent to the complainant imodveat= 
ing that she would have to repay the grant portion of her award 
in addition to the loan portion. 

The complainant was unaware of the random check procedure, 
which involved approximately 8% of the assisted students, but 
she knew of many situations where students did not report 


changes in the status of income and were not reassessed. 
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The Ministry pointed out that all students sign an agree- 

ment stating that 
"all awards are made on the basis that there has 
been no change in financial circumstances... 
Should any such changes (income from spouse, 
parents, gift, academic awards) occur during 
the academic year for which the award is 
made, I will notify my Financial Assistance 
official or the Ministry of Colleges and 
Universities." 

A meeting was arranged between the Director of the Student 
Awards Branch of the Ministry and Investigators from our 
Office to discuss this student's case. 

Appeals from reassessments are initiated at the local 
university level by the Student Awards Officers. If the explana- 
tion given at that level is unsatisfactory to the student, he or 
she can appeal to a Regional Hearing, conducted by Student 
Award Officers from that particular region. If the student is 
still dissatisfied, he or she can apply to the Ministry's 
Director of Student Awards, and following this a direct appeal 
to the Minister is possible. 

An appeal from an over-assessment (1i.e., when students are 
awarded monies in excess) can be launched within 30 days of 
receipt of the request for repayment. 

In this case, the notice of over-assessment was sent to 
her parents' home and they failed to send it to her within the 
30 day period. 

Upon receipt of the notice, the complainant began to 
repay the loan and grant. Our Investigators were informed 
that, although the 30-day period had expired, she could still 
appeal the over-assessment. 

Wesinformed the complainant fof (her “right oSeappea beandushe 
indicated that she was satisfied that she had been given a 
reasonable explanation concerning the request for repayment. 

We concluded that the Ministry had acted ina fair and 


reasonable manner. 
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CT" SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


During the 1972-73 academic year, the complainant was a 
student at an Ontario university during which time he 
applied for a combination student loan and grant under the 
Ministry's Ontario Student Awards Program. 

Subsequent to his receipt of a loan in the amount of 
$300, which he considered to be inadequate, the complainant 
approached university officials in order to request an 
appeal. 

The complainant contended that in view of his finan- 
cial situation, he had not been provided with adequate 
assistance and that he was unfairly denied a right to 
appeal. The complainant further alleged that his applic- 
ation for appeal was rejected on the basis of incorrect 
information related to the date of his registration at the 
university in 1972. 

An examination of the Ministry's files concerning the 
complainant revealed that he applied for assistance for the 
1972-73 academic year, however his application was rejected 
initially in October, 1972, because the complainant's name 
appeared on a list of students - prepared by the Department 
of Finance in Ottawa - who had defaulted in making payments on 
previous loans from the government. 

In November, 1972, federal officials said they would give 
the complainant another chance to repay his previous loans 
and to negotiate a further one. In December, 1972, a loan 
of $800 was granted to the complainant and he was also 
granted $460 to be payable early in 1973. However, before 
the end of December, the complainant asserted that a Student 
Award in the sum of $1,260 was inadequate. 

After the complainant alleged that he did not have enough 
money to meet his expenses until he received his grant in 
January, he was given an emergency loan Of 3100 from*the 
“University. This loan was to be repaid to the University 
when the complainant received the grant portion Of his’ award 


Gariy in 1973. 
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The complainant alleged he had only been granted $300 
fOr the 1972-73 academic year, however, in actuality he was 
granted $1,260, which, when combined with the student 
contribution ($800) equalled the total allowable amount 
awarded by the government to students for that year. “The 
complainant was able to contribute $750 from his summer 
earnings to his school year expenses. 

The complainant also alleged in his letters to our 
Office that he was denied an appeal of his award. However, 
there was no evidence on file with the university or the 
Ministry to suggest that an.appeal was requested or denied 
the complainant in the 1972-73 academic year. 

It was our opinion after our investigation that during 
the years in which the complainant applied for student 
assistance, he abused the program and requested special 
consideration from the Ministry. In 1971-72, the complainant 
did not register at the university on time nor did he complete 
the application, forms correctly, sou they Mingetrygs rl i 
allowed the complainant's form to be processed for the 
second part of 1971-72 term and granted him $445. 

The complainant had carried on correspondence with the 
Ministry for years regarding the alleged mistreatment he 
had received from university and Ministry officials in his 
application for student loans. However, after considering all 
the facts which were revealed by our investigation, we 
concluded that the actions of the Ministry of Colleges and 


Universities had not been unreasonable, unjust or oppresSive. 


C123) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant had defaulted in the payment of his 
student loan and complained to our Office about the manner in 
which a financial collection agency was trying to collect his 
overdue loan of approximately $2,600. The agency was very 
insistent that the complainant make a payment of $200 of back 


interest and a lump sum payment immediately. If such a 
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payment was not made, the collection agency said it would take 
legal action against the complainant. The complainant was 
willing to pay his debt but could not make a lump sum payment 
in his present financial circumstances. He suggested making 
monthly payments, but this offer was rejected by the collection 
agency. 

tt was determined that this complaint’ was within our jurisdic- 
tion because it dealt with a loan which was negotiated under 
the Ontario Student Award Program of the Ontario Government. 

Our Investigator spoke to a Guaranteed Loans Officer who 
advised that the complainant should contact the collection 
agency and demonstrate his good will by offering to make 
any kind of payment he could. She also stated that the 
complainant should have made a complete disclosure of his 
Financial affairs to the agency. When our Investigator 
explained that the complainant was concerned because the 
collection agency had threatened legal action, the Loans 
Officer stated that the collection agency could not sue the 
complainant without the prior approval of her office. She 
pointed out that employees of collection agencies may sometimes 
be over-zealous in collecting overdue student loans. 

A few days later, another official contacted our 
Investigator and said that the agency had been instructed to 
come to an agreement as to monthly payments. 

Subsequently, the complainant set up an appointment 
with the collection agency and they agreed that the complain- 
ant would make monthly payments instead of a lump-sum payment. 

AS a “result, the complainant*s problem was’ resolved 


to nes Satisractior. 


ibs i] SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant came to us because he was dismissed from 
‘his employment with a Community College. Originally, it was 
concluded that the complaint was beyond our jurisdiction; 


however, after further legal research was conducted, we came 
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to the conclusion that Community Colleges are within our juris- 
diction and, therefore, the complainant's file was reopened. 

The complainant stated that he had been hired by a Community 
College as a full-time employee on April 1, 1973. On March 
26, 1975, -he received notice from) the Collegesthat his employ 
ment would be terminated on March 31, 1975. This date was the 
last day of his two-year probationary period. 

The complainant contended that he had been unjustly dismissed 
from the College and he had applied for a hearing before the 
Gollege!s Board of Governors.” Hissapplicatrongfor a hearing was 
rejected on the grounds that under the terms and Concteaons scot 
his employment, there was no appeal procedure available to 
probationary personnel. The complainant contended that he should 
have been given the opportunity of participating in a hearing 
before the Board of Governors. 

A member of our staff met with the Director of Community 
Services at the College and the Manager of Personnel. Our 
Investigator later interviewed the Executive Secretary to the 
Board of Governors. We found that the complainant had made two 
separate applications for a hearing. The first application was 
dismissed due to the fact that the Board felt it was a business 
and administrative matter and they concluded that there was no 
appeal procedure available to probationary staff members. 

His second application for a hearing was referred by the 
Board to Senior Administrators for their advice and guidance. 

The Senior Administrators obtained legal advice and recommended 
that the complainant not be granted a hearing. This recommendation 
was based on the fact that under the terms and conditions of 
employment that were applicable to the complainant, he had agreed 
to a two-year probationary period. Therefore, it was concluded 
that since the complainant was still considered as a probationary 
employee at the time his employment was terminated, he was not 
entitled to a hearing before the Board of Governors. 

The lawyer who advised the Senior Administrators pointed 
out that under the terms and conditions of employment, a staff 
member's employment could be terminated on three months notice 


or three months' pay in lieu of notice. Therefore, as the 
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College had agreed to pay the complainant three months' wages, 
the lawyer concluded that the College had met its obligations 
to the complainant. The lawyer was,therefore, of the opinion 
that the complainant could not claim that the College had not 
given him sufficient notice. When the Board of Governors next 
met, they considered the lawyer's recommendations and decided 
again not to grant the complainant a hearing. 

As a result of our investigation, we concluded that under 
the terms and conditions of his employment, the complainant did 
not have a right to a hearing. However, after considering the 
unusual circumstances of the case, we recommended to the Board 
of Governors that they should give the complainant a hearing. 
This recommendation was forwarded to the Board of Governors on 
February 7, 1977. 

On February 25, 1977, we were informed by the Executive 
Secretary to the Board of Governors that the Board had considered 
Our recommendation at a meeting on February 24 but had decided 
not to accede to our suggestion that the complainant should be 


given a hearing. 


MINISTRY (OF 
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(14) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant told us that following an overpayment 
of $323 made to her by the Family Benefits Branch, the 
Ministry began to deduct $10 monthly from her benefits 
allowance for repayment. The complainant, however, maintained 
that she had never cashed the cheque but had returned it by 
mail as soon as she discovered the overpayment. Ministry 
officials denied receiving this cheque. 

In response to our inquiries with regard to this complaint, 
a search of the Ministry's files was conducted. The cheque was 
located in the appropriate file. 

As a result of this discovery, Ministry officials agreed 
to terminate the monthly deductions immediately and to send the 
complainant a special cheque for the previous months' deductions. 

She also complained against the Ontario Housing Division 
of the Ministry of Housing involving the denial by the Ministry 
eftiher eligibility for an Ontario: Housing unit. 

In response to this complaint, we contacted officials of 
the Ministry of Housing. We were advised that the complainant 
was considered ineligible due to the fact that she did not 
fulfill the program's one-year residency requirement. However, 
this requirement would be completed in the following two weeks 
at which time she would be considered eligible for an Ontario 
Housing unit. 

The complainant was advised that she would be eligible 


within two weeks. 


(3) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was brought to us by the parents of a 
Pawlet ine omprovancial psychiatric facilaty<= jit; concerned 
the medical and physical care of their epileptic and severely 
retarded daughter and her placement within the complex. 

The complainants were of the opinion that over at least 


thespast,year, there had been a decline in, thear daughter's 
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physical health. They particularly noticed that her mobility 

had decreased. They also described difficulties in communicating 
with the staff at the facility, giving as an example an occasion 
when their daughter was transferred to another area without their 
knowledge, so that they had difficulty locating her when they 
visited. The complainants felt that they could not readily 
discuss their concerns because staff members who were familiar 
with their daughter were not present at the institution when 

they visited on weekends. 

In the course of our investigation into this complaint, 
our Investigator visited the facility on two occasions and 
met with the staff members concerned with the care of this 
patient, as well as with the Senior Medical Officer. The 
institutional file was also studied. We visited the unit 
where her parents felt she should be placed. The patient's 
father also met with the staff to discuss the entire situation. 
Both our Investigator and the patient's father were given an 
overview of the major reorganization of the facility's units. 

Eventually, the patient's transfer to the unit favoured 
by her parents was accomplished. The program designed for 
the complainants' daughter was completely reassessed. The 
complainants later expressed satisfaction with their daughter's 
situation and appearance and reported that they had established 
a good contact with a social worker at the institution. 

Our investigation revealed no evidence that the patient's 
needs had been neglected. There was no obvious reason why a 
decline in her general well-being had occurred and no such 
deterioration appeared to have been detected by the staff who 
care for her on a daily basis. However, it was noted that 
with the patient's movements between the units over the year, 
few staff had dealt with her on an individual, continuous basis. 
The complainants visited their daughter almost every month. 

The staff indicated that they had difficulty dealing with the 
parents .©%0n? the? other hand ,- ‘the’ parents? fel trcutiadrise from 
the plans being made for their daughter and had dealt with so 
many staff that they no longer knew to whom they could turn to 


ar their concerns. 
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Following our evaluation of the circumstances of this 
patient, we concluded that both she and her parents had been 
detrimentally affected by the organizational changes made at 
the institution. In formulating our recommendation in this 
matter, we considered the result of our own investigation 
in conjunction with a report made on the institution which 
Was presented ito the Ontario Legislature. We.fotind that this 
complaint was illustrative of the statement relating to the 
unit realignment at the institution made by the author of the 
report. Having régard to the circumstances of the complainants' 
daughter, we concurred with the findings and recommendations 
made by the author in respect to the need to strengthen the 
pazent sand “community liaison function of the facitity in 
question. 

We recommended to the Deputy Minister that several of 
the recommendations made by the author should be implemented 
as soon as possible. In addition, we recommended that in 
implementing these recommendations, particular attention 
should be paid to establishing a staffing pattern such that 
professional staff would be available on weekends to discuss 
with parents their concerns relating to the care and treat- 
ment of their children. 

The Ministry advised us that approval in principle had 
been given to the establishment of a community liaison position 
at the institution. The facility had also been requested to 
develop appropriate plans to improve parent liaison, including 
the establishment of a Parent Liaison Committee. The institution 
had also been asked to review its practices and staffing patterns 
to ensure increased staff supervision and the availability of 
senior staff on weekends for parent consultation. 

The Assistant Deputy Minister, Development Resources, 
assured us of the Ministry's intention to implement these 


recommendations as quickly as possible. 
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(6) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant was interviewed at our private hearings 
in a northern Ontario town. He had been receiving a Family 
Benefits allowance for seven years, but in 1975 the complainant 
informed the Ministry that he no longer wished to continue 
receiving the allowance. Shortly thereafter, he received 
notification from the Family Benefits Branch that due to his 
increased income from the War Veterans Allowance, the Canada 
Pension Plan and the fact that one of his children had become 
self-supporting, he had been receiving a higher allowance than 
he should have been receiving. 

The Ministry informed the complainant that he had 
received $835.73 more than he was entitled to, and he would 
have. to, repay’ this amount. The conplainant, askedsourrOitice 
to determine if this payment could be decreased in any way. 

A lettersandicatingsoursantention) to anvestrqate the 
situation was sent to the Ministry, and we later received a 
response arom the: Dimectoreofe Provincial® Benefltsras He 
indicated that after a detailed review of the complainant's 
situation, he had reduced the overpayment from $835.73 to 
$729.76. Enclosed with his.veply was!) ajcovering, letter he 
had sent to the complainant explaining this reduction. A 
member of our staff then contacted the complainant who said 
he was: pleased) with) thesreduction.~) Hemalso told oun 
Investigator that he considered the matter satisfactorily 


resolved. 


(Le) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant's Family Benefits Allowance had been 
suspended because the mortgage she had held in the amount of 
$3,000 was discharged, resulting in her total assets exceeding 
the. allowable maximum of $1,500. The complainant had 
converted tie funds into a Guaranteed Investment Certificate 


on the advice of her field worker, with the understanding 
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that this would not affect her eligibility for Family 
Benefits. The complainant appealed the suspension of benefits 
to the Social Assistance Review Board, but the original 
decision of the Director of the Provincial Benefits Branch 
was upheld. Shortly thereafter, the complainant was informed 
that she had been overpaid during the time which she had been 
receiving her allowance and would have to repay the Ministry 
$700. The complainant sought our help in reducing the 
Overpayment, and in having her allowance re-established. 

A letter indicating our intention to investigate the 
Situation was sent to the Deputy Minister, and a response 
to this letter was received from the Director loft ithe 
Provincial Benefits Branch. He indicated that as a result 
of further investigation and a review of the case, it had 
been possible to cancel the overpayment which had previously 
been demanded. However, the decision to suspend the complain- 
ant's allowance remained the same, as her assets were still 
in excess of those permitted. 

We contacted the complainant and informed her of the 
cancellation of the overpayment demand. The complainant 
informed us that she was no longer concerned about not 
receiving Family Benefits as she would be 65 in two weeks 


and would be eligible for benefits under the GAINS Program. 


(18) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant, who had earlier referred his problem 
to his M/P2P.7..contacted us in May, 1976. 

The complainant operated a home for emotionally disturbed 
children. In April, 1976, the children were removed suddenly 
from the home by the Ministry at the insistence of the Children's 
Aid Society. The Society had misgivings about the methods 
of punishment being used by the complainant and also about 
the adequacy of individual care in the home. When we 
Geceived this: complaint, the Ministry was still investigating 


the incident and no decision to remove the complainant's 
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licence had yet been made. In July, 1976, the Director of 
Child Welfare for the Ministry sent the complainant a Notice 
of Intention to refuse the renewal of his licence under the 
provisions of The Children's Boarding Home Act. 

As the complainant had not as yet exercised his right 
of appeal in this matter, his complaint to us was premature. 
We advised him of his right to appeal and of our lack of 
jurisdiction to investigate his complaint until such time 
as his appeal was completed. In August, 1976, the complain- 
ant advised us that he had applied for a hearing before the 
Day Nurseries Review Board but had not yet received a 
committment from the Board as to when the hearing would take 
place. He was worried that unless the hearing took place 
shortly he would no longer be in a position to financially 
support the operation of the home. 

Upon investigation, we learned that the Chairman of the 
Day Nurseries Review Board had resigned and that until a new 
Chairman was appointed, a hearing could not take place. In 
view of the urgency of the complainant's situation we asked 
Ministry officials whether a meeting of the Board could be 
convened at once rather than waiting for the appointment of 
a new Chairman. The Ministry indicated that it would quite 
willingly do so, but there were then only two members of 
the Board in office and a quorum for the holding of a meeting 
was three members. 

According to legislation it was impossible to convene 
a meeting of the Board until a new Chairman had been appointed. 
The Ministry advised us that as the result of our inquiry a 
recommendation would be made that the legislation with 
respect to this problem be amended so that a situation similar 
to this would not arise again. A senior official also 
indicated that in the meantime he would do everything 
possible to arrange for an early hearing. 

The complainant was given a hearing commencing on September 
23, 1976 and continuing on October 4 and October 5. The hearing 
was scheduled to reconvene on October 15, but unfortunately, 


due to reasons of ill health, the complainant declined to 
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continue with the hearing. The Day Nurseries Review Board, 
therefore, instructed the Registrar to carry out his proposed 
refusal to renew the complainant's licence. Due to the 
complainant's decision not to proceed with the hearing, we 


discontinued our investigation. 


(19) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was submitted to us by an M.P.P. on behalf 
of two of his constituents - a husband and wife. 

The husband had received Provincial Benefits from the 
Manastry*ifor a’ number of years; but in December, 1975, he 
was advised that he had been overpaid in the amount of 
$4,260.64 and that the Ministry was required to recover it. 
Aw chis point, the’ M.P.P. Sy hE SpaGe Acs! on behalf of his 
constituents and was able to have the overpayment reduced 
by o2;252.107 Leaving an outstanding balance’ of $2,028.54. 
Not able to have the overpayment reduced any further, the 
Member requested our intervention. 

In December, 1976, our Office advised the Ministry of 
our intention to investigate and requested a statement of 
its position in this matter. We were informed in January, 
1977, that upon receipt of our letter, the complainant's 
file was reviewed and the Ministry had decided to delete the 
outstanding overpayment. The responsibility for the over- 
payment was accepted by the Ministry. 

Therefore, the complaint was resolved to the satisfaction 
Ob the complainant within’ one’ month of our notice to the 


Ministry *oL our intention to investigate. 


2) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


A married couple who attended our private hearings in a 


Southern Ontario town in September, 1976, had been granted 
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benefits under the guaranteed annual income system in April 
but the Ministry terminated their benefits the next month. 
They felt their benefits had been terminated unfairly and 
requested our assistance in having them reinstated. 

Our Investigator ascertained that the reason the Ministry 
had terminated the benefits concerned $6,600 in inheritances 
that the complainants had received during the previous four 
years. Ministry officials contended that the couple had not 
given an adequate explanation of the disposal of the money. 

The complainants said, however, that they had spent the 
money wisely through investing in a house. The house had since 
been sold and the couple were receiving an income of $88 monthly 
through a mortgage they held on the property. Their only other 
asset, they Said, was a.S200, deposit, in aglocal credateunione 

The husband was disabled and required hospitalization 
coverage which,1sS provided at no ;cosSteto reciprents of ene 
GAj.L.NuS. Dennett Les. 

The complainants' field worker said that she had sent the 
complainants' file to Toronto a month earlier with an explana- 
tion of how the inheritance funds had been spent but, she said, 
the main office had not yet responded to the information that 
had been provided. 

We asked the field worker to attempt to resolve the couple's 
problem at the local level with her Director and she agreed to 
Cry.to do so... Our Investigator, feltuthat avlocalsresoluttionsot 
the situation would be to the couple's advantage because they 
would otherwise either have to await a decision from the 
Ministry's main office or proceed with appeal hearings before 
the Social Assistance Review Board. 

By the end of October, less than a month after the 
complainants had brought their problem to our attention, they 
informed us that they had received a cheque reinstating them 
in the G.A.I.N.S. program. They added that they had been 
assured that the monthly benefit cheques would continue to 


arrive. 
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(21) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant, the mother of two children, was inter- 
viewed during our private hearings in a city in Southern Ontario. 

She had been receiving family benefits in the amount of 
$366 a month, but the benefits were terminated in September. 
The complainant, a hairdresser, had returned to part-time work 
in July and had worked full-time in August. According to the 
Ministry, she had earnings exceeding the allowable maximum and, 
for that reason, her benefits were terminated. 

At the time she brought her problem to us, she was again 
unemployed but her social worker had indicated that it would 
take two to three months before her benefit payments would 
resume. In the meantime, she was receiving welfare. 

Our Investigator contacted the Provincial Benefits Branch 
in Toronto and asked them to undertake an immediate review of 
the complainant's case. Ministry officials did so and sent the 
complainant a cheque for $336 in mid-October. 

That amount, which was $30 less than she usually received, 
reflected the Ministry's assessment of her July and August 
earnings. As of November, the officials said her cheques 
would revert to the $366 amount each month. 

In December, however, the complainant wrote to us saying 
that the Provincial Benefits Branch had reduced her monthly 
benefits to $348 a month. We again contacted the Ministry 
and learned that there had been some confusion about the 
complainant's fuel allowance. The Ministry reviewed its file, 
eCarrected its figures, and sent the complainant a special cheque 


for $100.43 in retroactive benefits. 


MINIT ocRY OF 


CONSUMER AND COMMERCIAL RELATIONS 
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(e222) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant in this case was in the process of 
establishing a church as a non-profit organization. This 
Organization had been established in the United States 
approximately six years earlier. 

The complainant had made application to the Minister of 
Consumer and Commercial Relations to be registered as a person 
authorized to solemnize marriages. This application was 
turned down by the Minister. The complainant then sought 
the assistance of a lawyer. The lawyer wrote to the Minister 
asking him to consider the complainant's application under 
section 22 (1) of The Marriage Act. 

The Minister replied by stating that he had to be 
Ssatistiedias) to. the continu ty Of the existence of the 
organization, and he explained that the practice was to 
require that the organization have 25 years of continuous 
existence. The Minister again turned down the complainant's 
application. 

We notified the Ministry of our intent to investigate 
the complaint. The Deputy Minister replied that persons’ had 
to fulfill the requirements of Section 22(3)(c) of The Marriage 
Act before they would be registered as persons authorized to 
solemnize marriages. The section reads: 


"No person shall be registered unless it 
appears to the Minister that the 
religious body to which that person 
belongs is permanently established both 
as to the continuity of existence and as 
to its:rights and ceremonies." 

The Deputy Minister stated that the 25 year minimum 
requirement was not embodied in the Act nor in the Regulations made 
under it. The 25 year principle had been adopted over the 
years by officials responsible for administering The Marriage 
Act as a reasonable interpretation of the requirements of 
continuous existence. 

We concluded that the minimum 25 year requirement, which 
had been in force for a number of years, was reasonable and 
we were therefore unable to support the complainant in this 


matter. 
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(23) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The landlord of a 40-unit apartment building 
said that she was losing money on her property and, as a 
result, she had raised the rent. Some of her tenants refused 
to pay the increases and she then made application for a 
hearing before a Rent Review Officer. In April, 1976, the 
Senior Rent Review Officer issued an order disallowing the 
rent increases. (The complainant Said that’ shevintended™ to 
appeal the decision but that she was away during the period 
when her appeal should have been considered. She filed her 
appeal in July, 1976, but it was disallowed. 

The complainant then alleged that she was given no written 
reasons for the order. She stated that she was not in Toronto 
in April, 1976, that she was continuously out of the country 
until July, 1976- and*’thaw she ‘didinoe receive the*kene Review 
Order until her return to Canada. She alleged that the Rent 
Review Officer was not interested in her application, was 
careless and was unjust in his award. 

In -danuary, 1977, the Executive Director of the Ontario 
Rent Review Office told us that the Rent Review Officer 
assisted the complainant by completing her application, using 
information she had supplied. He then allowed a 9% increase 
on units with a one year lease and 14.5% on units with a two 
year lease. The decision was based on financial data related 
to 1974, 1975 and the projected costs for 1976. 

Our Investigator reviewed files and spoke to officials 
at both the Provincial and local rent review offices, and he 
confirmed the information given by the Executive Director 
in his reply to us. It was apparent to the Investigator 
that the Rent Review Officer and another official went so 
far in their assistance to the complainant as to complete 
in detail her application, using financial statements which 
she had supplied. 

The ‘complainant wasvunsure of the date, shew er eeloran ioe 
but finally said that Lt was: four or Piverdaysspricr, toa 
Air Canada trans-border fare increase in April, 1976. Check- 


ing with Air Canada, the Investigator learned that the 
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increase took place on April 25, 1976, so it was assumed 
that she left around April 20-21, 1976, prior to the expiry 
of the 15-day appeal period. Moreover, checks by the 
Investigator with the Post Office indicated that not only 
waSechere no 1miCerruption, to the mail to her vhome in April, 
but sthat the same letter carrier delivered her mail the entire 
month. Under these circumstances, postal authorities con- 
sidered that if the Order was mailed on the date it was signed 
(April 9), in accordance with the Rent Review Program policy, 
it should have reached the complainant by April 12, 1976. 
Having given full consideration to the facts of the 
investigation, we found no fault with. the actions of the 
officials of the Ontario Rent Review Program and we con- 


cluded that we could not support the complainant's allegations. 


(24) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant represented a group of tenants whose 
Dandlerd sought asrentincrease effective August 1; L976, 
having given notice to the tenants in April, 1976. “Phe ‘tenants 
app sleds Greamiearing  wberoremay Rent. Review sOREt cer funder ihe” 
esi denetaleeremi ses) Rent Review vAct sand the hearing was set 
foresceptember 3, 11976. The Landlord did not ‘reply to the 
tenants within the required 15 days and, as a result, they con- 
Eactecde ther application, Control s@fLticer of the Boards Vine told 
them that a new notice of hearing would be sent and they 
subsequently received a new hearing notice for September 
2 Wa lowio am theywere told thatthe hearing scheduled fox 
September 8 was cancelled. 

When the tenants arrived for the hearing on September 
21, they were told that the hearing had been held on September 
8 in their absence. They subsequently received an Order 
awarding increases in their rents, and,when they filed an 
appeal, they were told by an official of the Residential 
Premises Rent Review Board that their appeal could not be 


entertained because they were not present at the hearing on 


September 8. 


oe 


Our investigator interviewed the Legal Officer of the 
Rent Review Program who told him that,due to the confusion 
Over the hearing dates, he would propose to the Ministry of 
the Attorney-General that they consent to an order 
quashing the order of the Rent Review Officer. In addition 
to quashing the order, he said there would be a re-hearing of 
all the issues. 

On December 14, 19.76, sthescomplainant advised usthar 
the, landlord had withdrawn His ioriginal appa cation andGanew 


application was being prepared for a new hearing. 


(25) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant had learned.that information about 
him stored with a Credit Bureau related to in some cases to 
debts which had been discharged up to two years earlier. 

He felt that this was unfair in that he was conscientiously 
reducing his considerable indebtedness. 

He also complained about his inability to see the 
Minister and although he had met with the Director of the 
Commercial Registration Business Practices Division on 
several occasions, he was not satisfied with assurances 
that consideration of amending the legislation would proceed 
routinely. 

The relevant legislation he was concerned about was 
The veonsumer sReportingi Act, sections “of whichwpernits 
information concerning "consumer reports" as much as seven 
years old to be held by consumer reporting agencies under 
certain circumstances. 

The Deputy Minister pointed out that: 


',..the seven year period was fully discussed 
during the Committee stage of the legislative 
process. It was decided at that time that the 
seven year period was not an excesSive period. 
It should be noted that the period chosen is 
identical” to the period’ set ovt in Leqislatron 
adopted in a number of other provinces and in 
the United States." 
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The complaint was discussed with the Registrar under 
The Consumer Reporting Act, who indicated that although 
there are few complaints about the Act, it is the time 
limit that is the most frequent subject of complaint 

Upon completion of our investigation, we recommended 
that the Registzar be instructed to utilize his powers 
under the Act to ensure the accuracy and completeness of 
the Credit Bureau's file on the complainant and that 
consideration be given to reducing the time limit in the 
TN cha 

The Deputy Minister subsequently advised us that the 
Registrar was carrying out our first recommendation and that 
serious consideration would be given to our comments 
concerning the current time period. 

We then advised the complainant of the results of 


our investigation. 


(26) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant wrote our Office in October, 1976, 
because the Office of the Registrar-General refused to 
register the name of her newborn son in the hyphenated 
surname of both parents, with the name of the mother 
preceding that of the father. 

Upon her marriage in 1974, the complainant had chosen 
to retain her maiden name and incorporate it with her 
husband's surname preceded by a hyphen. In the ensuing 
years her name had been recorded in that manner in the Deed 
as co-owner of a house with her husband, on her Social 
Tnsurance Card, Chargex Card, Driver's Licence and Transter 
Vehicle Permit. 

When, in January, 1976, a son was born to the couple, 
both the husband and wife agreed to register the birth of 


the child in the hyphenated surname, with the mother's name 
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preceding that of the father. They submitted completed 
forms to that effect to the Office of the Registrar-General 
in Maren. «19.76. 

However, in April, 1976, the Assistant Deputy Registrar- 
General replied that, although the Ontario Law Reform Commission 
was considering revision of The Vital Statistics Act, the 
revision specifically stated that although a hyphenated 
name would be allowed, the name of the husband must precede 
that of the wife. The couple then retained the services of 
a lawyer to effect the desired registration, but in October, 
1976, the husband received a Notice of Birth Registration 
in a name different to that requested. | 

Our Director of Research studied both The Vital 
Statistics Act and The Vital Statistics Amendment Ack, 1976, 
and learned that it was section 6(11) (a) of The Vital 
Statistics Act which the Assistant Deputy Registrar-General 
referred to when he refused to register the child's name 
as requested. Our Director of Research also learned that 
the subject of hyphenated surnames had been discussed 
during the proceedings of the Supply Committee on June 3, 
1976 (Hansard p. S-1383), by Mr v Renwick, Mr. Humphries: and 
the Honourable Mr. Handleman, the latter indicating that had 
there been a debate on the question of the requirement that 
the man' name precede that of the woman, he would have been 
prepared to make that choice optional. 

A reading of the Alberta Health and Social Development 
Statutes Amendment Act disclosed that in that Province the | 
order in which the Surnames are to appear in the hyphenated 


registration has already been made optional. 


Our study of the Report of the Ontario Law Reform 
Commission on Changes of Name, which was tabled in the 
legislature on November 10) 1976, Jaleo .revealed hace thie 
Commission recommended an amendment to The Vital Statistics 
Act to make it optional as to which surname was to appear 
first in a hyphenated name. 

Ine November, «197.6, our Director of Research contacted 


the Assistant Deputy Registrar-General to advise him of this 
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complaint and to obtain further information respecting this 
Particular problem, 

At that time, the official told us that the Office of 
the Registrar-General would not object to an amendment to 
The Vital Statistics Act making the order in which a hyphenated 
name is registered optional, and were the Act to be amended as 
Suggested, the Office would arrange to have the registration 
of the complainant's son's name changed. 

In December, 1976, the Ombudsman wrote to the Deputy 
Minister of Consumer and Commercial Relations setting out 
the problem encountered by this complainant and advising him 
of the results of our Office's research. 

The Ombudsman also advised the Deputy Minister that, 
although the decision of the Registrar-General to refuse to 
accept the registration in the name requested by the complain- 
ant was a proper one in view of the present legislation, it 
nevertheless, in the words of section 22(1)(b) of The Ombudsman 
Act, 1975, was made in accordance with a provision of an 
Act which "... is or may be unreasonable, unjust, oppresSive, 
Or improperly discriminatory". Accordingly, pursuant to 
section 22(3)(e) of the Act, the Ombudsman recommended to the 
Deputy Minister that The Vital Statistics Act be amended to | 
make the order of the surname of the husband and the surname 
of the mother optional. 

Later in December, 1976, the Deputy Minister advised 
the Ombudsman that both he and the Minister agreed with the 
Ombudsman's recommendation and proposed to introduce an 
amendment to The Vital Statistics Act during the next Session 


of the Legislature. 
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(2770) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This matter was brought to our attention in February, 
1976, when a staff member from the Cornwall Jail initiated 
an anonymous letter through his lawyer complaining about a 
staff problem at that Jail. The staff member, who had written 
on behalf of middle management staff at the jail, indicated 
that over a period of time a serious conflict had developed 
between the Superintendent and a particular Correctional 
Officer. He stated that both staff and inmates were caught 
in the middle of the conflict. Subsequently, we received 
telephone calls from the families of inmates at the jail 
indicating that inmates were on the verge of a hunger strike. 

One of our Investigators visited the jail, and, after 
consulting with staff and inmates, confirmed that there was 
an ongoing staff conflict and that this problem was having 
an adverse effect on both staff and inmate morale. Inmates 
indicated that the threatened hunger strike was designed 
COV dreawrartention tO their plight. They claimed that the 
staff problem was creating unusual hardships for them as the 
staff at the institution was preoccupied with their own 
difficulties. In effect, the inmates were demanding a 
LesoluGCronvorcathestatt conflict. 

ASva Lesule On, the initial visit, our Office began 
tOMmMonttOn the situation at the jail on an ongoing basis. 

To this end, the feelings of the staff and inmates of the 

jail were brought to the attention of the Ministry officials - 
including the Superintendent, the Regional Administrator 

and the Director of Personnel. Eventually, the problem was 
referred to the Executive Director, Adult Programs, and 

the Deputy Minister who were initially unaware of the gravity 
of the situation. The Ministry indicated it was prepared 

to review this Situation and take any necessary action. 

HromeMarch «tO August, 1976,. the particular officer 
involved in the conflict was the subject of a series of 
disciplinary hearings held by the Ministry which resulted 


in his suspension from duty, his subsequent reinstatement 
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and eventual dismissal from,;service in August, 1976. The 
officer launched grievance proceedings through his union, 
the Ontario Public Service Employees' Union, these proceedings remained 
in progress until December, 1976, when the officer withdrew 
his grievance. 
Throughout the period from February to December, 1976, 
our Office received numerous complaints from inmates and 
staff members which indicated that there had been no 
alleviation of the problem at the jail. In July, 19767 One 
of ourInvestigators again visited the jail and confirmed 
that the problem of staff conflict and low staff and inmate 
morale persisted. It appeared at that time that no signiiicant 
improvement would occur until all grievance proceedings 
were completed and the officer's employment status finally 
resolved. It was clear that the uncertainty of the outcome 
Of this issue contributed to the general morale problem even 
after the officer ceased employment at the Jail in August, 
1976. AS part Of an Ongoing contact, Senior Ministry 
officials were advised of our views and urged to resolve 
the outstanding grievance aS soon as possible. 
In October, as a result of ‘continuing complaints irom 
staff and inmates, another Investigator visited the jail. 
At that time it appeared that despite the removal of the 
problem officer, staff and inmate morale had not improved. 
The Investigator's impression was that the original conflict 
between the officer and the Superintendent had been only 
symptomatic of a much greater problem which involved the 
Superintendent's approach to running thejail and his dealings 
with staff and inmates. The most acute problem was poor staff 
morale which manifested itself in the form of antagonism 
among staff, and between staff and the Superintendent. This 
resulted in inconsistencies in dealing with inmates which 
generated a significant number of complaints to our Office. 
Based on our view that the staff and inmate morale 
issue remained unresolved and had in fact deteriorated 
further, we met with the Deputy Minister, Assistant Deputy 


Minister and the Executive Director, Adult Division in 
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November, 1976. At that meeting we emphasized the deplorable 
state of management-staff relations at the jail and the 
Ministry was asked to review this more general problem. 
Subsequently, the Ministry advised our Office that they 
were reviewing the situation at the jail but would take no 
action until such time as the grievance proceedings under- 
taken by the dismissed officer were resolved. 

In January, 1977, our Investigator again visited 
the jail shortly after it was learned that the dismissed 
officer had withdrawn his grievance. At that time the 
Situation appeared unchanged - staff and inmate morale 
remained low and unrest was growing. Again, senior Ministry 
officials were advised of our updated assessment of the 
satuacion atethe jail. Between January and April, 1977, 
our Office continued to receive information from both staff 
and inmates that the situation of poor management-staff 
relations had not improved and was reaching the point of 
Crisis? 

ineMarch, 1977; the Ministry advisedius that ituhad 
completed 1ts»inguiry into) the situation at the jail. While 
the information they received was at variance with that 
provided by our Office, the Ministry had accepted our 
assessment of the management-staff conflict at the jail which 
was based on our ongoing investigation. The Ministry further 
advised that they would take appropriate action in the 
near future. 

Pi eApril = Lossy thewMinistry advised our Offices that 
the Superintendent of the jail was being transferred to 


another position. 


(28) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This matter was brought to our attention through a 
telephone call from the complainant's lawyer. The complain- 
ant and eight other inmates had participated in a sit-down 


disturbance in the exercise yard of the Barrie Jail two 


Ole 


daysepu1ormitosthe ecompbaintptosour OGerce: 

The men had subsequently been convicted of institutional 
misconducts and had been sentenced to indefinite segregation, 
loss of all privileges, and placement on a special diet not 
to exceed ten days. The complainant and five fellow inmates 
felt that the punishment imposed was too severe. However, 
and more importantly, they wished our Office to investigate 
the causes which) led (to the disturbance. " Upen*receipt Cf + the 
telephone call, one of our Investigators immediately went to 
the Barrie Jail. “Interviews were conducted with ssexyoty the 
inmates who had been involved in the disturbance (the other 
three had been transferred from the jail) and with staff 
members, including the Superintendent. 

The complainants indicated to our Investigator that 
they believed that the Superintendent was unaware of the 
reasons which led to their decision to have the sit-down. 

It soon became apparent to our Investigator that, although 

the incident had occurred two days earlier, the Superintendent 
was unaware of the causes of the disturbance. She suggested 
that he hold a special Superintendent's parade to meet with 
the six inmates and hear their concerns. The complainants 

all spoke privately with the Superintendent and their 

opinions regarding the negative attitudes of two Correctional 
Officers, inadequate shower facilities, insufficientedean 
clothing,@and%poor food, were noted byshamiey ihe Superintendent 
was also advised that the inmates' decision to remain in 

the yard had been spontaneous and was not a planned incident. 

At the time of the sit-down there had been 17 inmates 
in the institutional yard. The men had beenginstructeditco 
return to the institution and all but» the 9 had obeyed the 
order. The police were called and some of these remaining 
inmates were carried into the institution, while all others 
entered peaceably. 

During the misconduct hearings with the nine men, the 
Superintendent made the decision to award the punishments 
itemized above, but following our Investigator's visit, the 


radiowwas turned!’on in’ the complainants) corridozsandmthe,, 
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were granted permission to leave their cells and congregate 
in the corridor area for an exercise period. The men were 
Subsequently released from segregation after a period of 
Seven eday sr. . 

Three weeks later, our Investigator returned to the 
Barrie Jail and spoke with the complainants still residing 
in the institution. They indicated that there had been an 
increase in the number of showers, that more clean clothing 
was available and that the food had improved. They also 
said that the two Correctional Officers about whom they had 
voiced their concerns, were no longer a Source: Of tension: 

thesouperintendent told our Investigator that he had 
personally interviewed all correctional staff in the insitit- 
ution, including the two officers who were named in the 
inmates' complaint. He had verbally counselled these two 
officers and felt that this action had been sufficient. 

Since the complainants had indicated that their problems 
had been resolved, we felt that the Superintendent resolved 
Bhewmaceen satistactori ly. 


(29) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was referred to our Office 
Dive eM ae ibs The complainant had been approved for 
transfer from Millbrook Correctional Centre (Maximum-Security), 
to Guelph Correctional Centre (Medium-Security), following 
three months of excellent behaviour. However, two months 
aieeei Ene wapproval~wne was Still in (eustody in Millbrook. 

Our Investigator immediately contacted Ministry 
officials to determine why the complainant had not yet been 
transferred to the Guelph Correctional Centre. 

She was advised that the Institution was filled to 
capacity and that there were over 100 inmates throughout 
the Province waiting for transfer to Guelph. Our Investigator 
suggested that, as the complainant had already been waiting 


two months, he be given special consideration. 


ae) Ae 


Five days later, the complainant was transferred to 


the Guelph Correctional Centre. 


U0) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant contacted us and said that he was’ about 

to be transferred to Millbrook Correctional Centre, a maximum- 
security institution, from Maplehurst Correctional Complex, 
a medium-security setting. He claimed that he did not know 
the reason for the transter and Said that he’ had maintaincd 
good behaviour while at Maplehurst and had, in fact, applied 
for a transfer to a minimum-security institution. 

Our Investigator contacted officials at Maplenurst= to 
determine why the complainant was being reclassified to a 
maximum-security institution. She was advised that he had 
not been charged with any breach of Maplehurst's regulations 
and that the only negative report had followed a telephone 
call between the complainant and his lawyer, in which it 
was alleged that the complainant had stated 2n an upset 
tone that he wished to be transferred to a penitentiary, and 
that, L£ it were necessary, he could commit another ortence 
so as to increase his total definite sentence to a penitentiary 
term. 

Our Investigator then contacted the complainant's lawyer 
who Stated in writing that his client Nad@been polite and 
subdued throughout their telephone conversation and that no 
such threat had been made. 

We then contacted Officials Gf “the main Ofiree or tite 
Ministry and requested an explanation of the reasoning behind 
the complainant's proposed transfer to: Millbrook] “After 
studying the case, Ministry officials agreed “that ‘an error 
had been made in’ the processing of the Complainant's applic- 
ation for a transfer and the complainant was immediately 
reclassified for a transfer from Millbrook ‘Correctional 
Centre to Guelph Correctional Centre, a medium-security 


InstLeucion-. 
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a) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was sent to us from an inmate at the 
Guelph Correctional Centre. 

Prior to his being incarcerated, the complainant had 
been in receipt of full Workmen's Compensation benefits 
following an occupational accident which resulted in 
paralysis from the waist down. 

Although an inmate cannot receive compensation benefits 
while in prison, such benefits can be transferred to the 
inmate's dependents. 

Following receipt of the inmate's letter, the complain- 
ant was interviewed and we discovered that he had been 
attempting for some time without success to have his Workmen's 
Compensation benefits sent to his wife while he was in pial sonis 

We then telephoned the Workmen's Compensation Board and, 
after explaining the situation to the Claims Officer 
involved with the case, we were informed that the Board 
required some further medical information from the Correctional 
Cenere, 

With the assistance of the Superintendent, we arranged 
for fhe reguired medical,information. to, be sent to the Board, 
and shortly thereafter we learned that the complainant's 
wife had received a cheque from the Workmen's Compensation 
BOabdsretroactive £o the date of her husband's incarceration. 
We were also informed that future benefits would be sent 


Gomme. her Nusbanad 6s release. 


(32)) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant, an inmate at the Maplehurst Correctional 
Complex, ~wrote (to us to protest that a radio. belonging to him 
had been confiscated by a Correctional Officer. 

When interviewed, he said that the radio had been 
purchased from the institutional canteen and that there was 


no reason for its removal from him. -The radio had apparently 
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been placed in his personal property to be issued to him 
upon his release from the institution. 

The inmate's problem was brought to the attention of 
the institutional authorities, who said that the complain- 
ant had been warned repeatedly about playing the radio too 
loudly. The complainant did not respond to the warnings 
and therefore the radio was taken from him. 

Our Investigator agreed that the complainant's 
misbehaviour required some punishment, but he questioned 
the need for such a severe sanction. 

The Deputy Superintendent conceded that permanent 
removal was a fairly harsh penalty and after conferring with 
the ‘conrrectional stattL, Nev sald that af) tic anmate & 
behaviour remained satisfactory for the next month, his 


radio would be returned. 


(531) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This’ matter was brought to our attention by an tomate 
at Millbrook Correctional Centre. The problem concerned 
the. period. from October, 1975, "to: May, 17/6, wher coc 
complainant served as an inmate orderly in the psychiatric 
unit at the Toronto Jail. He complained” that whrle te 
performed well as an orderly on a voluntary basis, there 
was no <ecord of this on! his institutional t21e- 

Our. Investigator visited the’ Toronto’ Jarl) and) spore 
with the Head Psychiatric Nurse to verify the complainant's 
account of his’ work 4'n “the: psychtatrec unis, 9 Toe wead 
Psychiatric Nurse confirmed that the complainant had been 
an orderly ‘during ‘that period and had? perfermed a valuable 
Service proving to be both trustworthy’ and relrvable. = ine 
nurse indicated she would be prepared to submit a report of 
the ‘complainant's work performance to’ be placed’ on the 
complainant's main file if this was approved by the Assistant 
Superintendent. He was contacted by our investigator and 


indicated that he had no objection to this action and would 
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authorize the nurse to prepare a suitable report for the 
file. 

A short time later, a copy of the work performance 
report, which had been placed on the complainant's main 


institutional file, was received by? Our iOfrEPce: 


(34) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was brought to our attention 
byeane Mer? Pi in conjunction with the Provincial Citizens 
Inquiry Branch. The complainant was released from his 
probationary position as a Correctional Officer at Guelph 
Correctional Centre in January, 1974, for excessive use of 
Sick time credits. After writing to the Minister, 
he was advised that he should maintain other 
employment for one year so as to demonstrate that he was a 
reliable employee. He was told that upon verification of 
Niesrelgability, the Ministry would be pledsedmtomconsider 
reniring ename 

The complainant told our Investigator that he had been 
fired from Guelph Correctional Centre for alleging mis- 
conduct on the part tetima Senior Officer and thatthe chad 
sance beens black-listeavthroughout the Ministry - 

Our Investigator interviewed a number of Ministry 
Stticrale@redarding Enis complaint: iin addition, vnterviews 
were conducted with witnesses suggested by the complainant. 
Our Investigator determined that the complainant had not 
been black-listed by the Ministry. 

Aftteretaking into account information from ithe compilain-— 
ant's file, which indicated that he had commenced his 
probationary term as a Seemingly capable and potentially 
successful Correctional Officer, our Investigator suggested 
to the personnel staff that consideration should be given to 
rehiring him. The Investigator determined that the extensive 
UusesOresick Limes credits haderesulted from. the complainant's 


family problems, which had since been resolved. Our suggestion 
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was agreed to by the Director of Personnel and the complain- 
ant was interviewed for future employment as a Correctional 
Officers 
Following the interview, the complainant was requested 
to provide the Ministry with proof of a Grade 12 education, 
as required under Civil Service Regulations, which had come 
into effect after the complainant's “initlal term of employment. 
The complainant then obtained a letter of standing 
from his local high school and was rehired. We were later 
informed that the complainant, after serving one day as a 
Correctional Officer, resigned his position with thew Ministry 


for personal reasons. 


(35) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant, an inmate at the Maplehurst Correctional 
Complex said that on threevoccasions née had beéensdented cremporan, 
absence passes which he had sought for compassionate reasons. 

On two of these occasions, the T.AsP?s passes gwere 
requested to attend funerals. When interviewed, the complainant 
was about to be transferred to a minimum-security institution 
to serve the short remainder of his sentence. He remained 
upset, however; that the instituttonalmauthoritiesshadsiot 
permitted him to attend the funerals of his common-law wife's 
mother and a distant uncle with whom he had previously 
resided and enjoyed a close personal relationship. 

The complainant's institutional record was reviewed 
and his complaint was brought to the attention of the 
Deputy Superintendent by one of our Investigators. The Deputy 
Superintendent explained that it was not the institution's 
polivey*torgrant 1. ALP. stoxattendstunerals except nyessceser 
very close family’ relations.: “In the complainant "sycase; 
the mother of his common-law wife and a distant uncle were 
not considered to be close relatives for T.A.P. purposes. 

In addition, sthe ‘complainant hadiashistery jot raltconer 


abuse and was then serving a sentence for alcohol-related 
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offences. The institutional authorities felt that there 

was a definite possibility that the complainant would 

return to drinking under the stressful situation of attending 
a funeral. 

Based on the complainant's history of alcohol abuse, 
the insititutional authority's decision to deny T.A.P. 
privileges did not appear unreasonable. 

However, had it not been for the factor of possible 
alcohol abuse, the authorities would have been asked to 
consider extending the scope of the definition of "close 
relative"for the purpose of T.A.P.'s to attend funerals. 
PU appeared: £0 us that the fact that the complainant had 
lived with his uncle for several years might qualify the 


relationship as a close one for T.A.P. purposes. 


(36) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant, an inmate at Millbrook Correctional 
Centre, asked for our assistance in obtaining a transfer 
from» thal maximum-security institution. He Stated that, 
although he had spent a number of months in the institution 
WiEhOuUtL Gdlifvculty, and had only 15 months to. serve before 
his release, he was experiencing what he believed to be a 
mental breakdown. 

The complainant had not made a formal application for 
transfer to another institution because he had not had an 
institutional misconduct-free record for a three month 
period. Millbrook Correctional Centre is the Ministry's 
Maximum—sSecurity institution, to which, among Other categories, 
inmates with behaviour problems are classified. To be 
re-classified, inmates must demonstrate a minimum of three 
months good behaviour. 

During the initial interview, our Investigator advised 
the complainant that he should make a formal application 


SO@eeranster sto the Ministry. 


aie et ae 


The Investigator also spoke with Correctional Officers 
who had been directly involved in supervising the complainant 
during his incarceration. The correctional stati ali 
indicated that they believed the complainant was being 
sincere when he said he felt he was on the verge of a mental 
breakdown. Our Investigator also discussed the situation 
with Millbrook's Superintendent and the Chief Psychologist. 

The Director of the Guelph Assessment and Treatment 
Unit was also approached to see if he would accept the 
complainant into that institution's program. However, there 
was not sufficient space in the, instvewt1on to accommodate 
him. Our Investigator, then explored the possibility of 
alternative arrangements and, as a result, a decision was 
then made to transfer the complainant to an institution 
closer to his home - the Niagara Detention Centre. 

The complainant completed his sentence at the Niagara 
Detention Centre without any additional institutional 
misconducts and also had been released on a five day pre- 


release pass from the institution. 


(37) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant wrote to our Office from Maplehurst 
Correctional Complex requesting assistance in obtaining 
an Accident Injury Report following his involvement in an 
accident, in the.furniture plant «in theninsticutioen. 

He indicated that prior to his term of ancarceration 
he had received a spinal fusion and was seeking compen- 
sation from the Workmen's Compensation Board. The complainant 
was concerned that the Workmen's Compensation Board might 
deny his application for benefits as a result of his more 
recent accident) inthe! 1nsititueion, 

Our Investigator spoke with the complainant and examined 
his anstitutional 7 medical and unre tives" withoute finding 


an Accident Injury Report. There was however, an indication 
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in the medical file that the complainant had spent approx- 
imately one month in the medical wing of the institution 
as a result of back problems. Our Investigator then brought 
the complainant's concern to the attention of the Super- 
intendent who indicated he would look into the matter. 

The Superintendent subsequently advised our Investigator 


that an Accident Injury Report was prepared following her 
vwrsit tO Lhe institution. 


(38) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant wrote to us from Mimico Correctional 
Centre about delays in the delivery of inmate mail. The 
complainant stated that he had received a letter from his 
lawyer eight days after it had been mailed. He went on to 
say that he had noticed incoming inmate mail sitting on the 
tables in the units, for more than one day instead of 
being delivered. 

After interviewing the complainant, our Investigator 
discussed his concerns with the Superintendent, who indicated 
that he shared the Investigator's concerns that perhaps 
the mail censor was being lax in fulfilling his required 
duties. He said that he would change these duties to 
include not only the censoring of mail, but also the delivery 
Of all anmate mail to their individual beds. In that manner, 
the mail would be delivered the day it arrived in the 
InstLreucion’. 

Two tdays. after our “visit to the-institution, our Invest- 
igator again contacted the Superintendent who said that the 


Motos tc tcer's duty had been .changed. 


(39) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


Tiveematter wasebrought to the attention of one of 


Surfinveseigators wduring acvisit tonthe North Bay Jail: 
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The complainant was concerned about the fact that he had 
applied for Legal Aid three weeks earlier but had received 
no reply. During this period he had made one court appearance 
and had been remanded because he was not represented by 
counsel. Another court appearance was scheduled for the 
next day and he was concerned that he still would not be 
represented due to the delay in receiving an answer from 
Legal Aid. 

The complainant was advised that the Ontario Legal Aid 
Plan is not a "governmental organization" within the meaning 
of «section 1 (a) “ofl ThesOmbudsmanweAct, —19/Sisand, »theretone, 
his complaint was outside our jurisdiction. However, he was 
advised that his concern would be brought to the attention 
of the Superintendent. 

Our Investigator referred this matter to the Superintendent 
who instructed the Assistant Superintendent to look into 
the matter immediately. In the presence of our Investigator, 
the Assistant Superintendent telephoned the local Legal 
Aid Office and was informed that the complainants! app ive- 
ation for Legal Aid had been granted and that the Legal Aid 
certificate had been mailed. 

Because of the urgency of this case, the Assistant 
Superintendent sought and was given verbal permission to 
begin the process of lawyer selection for the complainant. 
Also un the presence Of cour Investigator, mthe Assistant 
Superintendent advised the complainant that he had been 
granted Legal Aid, provided him with a list of Legal Aid 
lawyers and made arrangements for the complainant to telephone 
the lawyer of his choice to ensure that he would be represented 


by counsel at his court appearance the following day. 
(40) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 
An inmaterae the “Guelph Correctional Centrercomelained 


to us that he was being unduly harassed by the institution's 


authorities. He explained that he had been charged with an 
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institutional misconduct after he accidentally cut his 
wrist on a window frame. The complainant said that he 
had lost 10 days of statutory remission time as a result 
of this incident which he felt was an unfair punishment. 

During ourInvestigator's visit with the complainant, 
he indicated that he felt it may not have been unreasonable 
for the institution's authorities to think that a second 
episode of cut wrists within a short span of time was not 
an accident. 

The complainant said that he had attempted suicide 
about a month earlier at the Toronto Jail. Nevertheless, 
the complainant was advised by our Investigator that he 
could write to the Deputy Minister in an attempt to have 
his lost statutory remission time reinstated. 

We were later advised by the complainant that he had 
been successful in his attempt to have his statutory 
remission time reinstated. 

Included in the complainant's subsequent letter was 
an additional concern. He had been notified of his acceptance 
for a treatment program at the Ontario Correctional Institute 
in Brampton, however, the letter of notification had been 
sent to him at the Toronto Jail. The complainant was unsure 
whether the Brampton authorities were aware of his present 
location and whether the decision to accept him at the Ontario 
Correctional Institute had been changed in light of the 
fact that he had been sent to the Guelph Correctional Centre, 

OUL Investigator contacted Officials at the Ontario 
Correctional Institute who indicated that they were aware 
that the complainant was at Guelph. In addition, they 
pointed out that a letter had been sent to the Guelph 
authorities indicating that the complainant should be 
transferred to the Ontario Correctional Institute on a 
Specified future date. 

The complainant was advised that the authorities at the 
Ontario Correctional Institute were aware of his present location 


aricertiate he was to be transferred there in the near future. 
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(41) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This matter was brought to our attention in a letter 
from the complainant who wasS an inmate at the Burtch 
Correctional Centre. The complainant sought our assistance 
in obtaining compensation for partial disability which had 
resulted from injuries he sustained in a fall from a tractor 
during a work assignment at the institution. 

When interviewed, the complainant said that his left 
elbow had been badly fractured and required extensive surgery. 
The surgeon had advised him, he said, that he might never 
recover full use of his arm and he was concerned that he 
would be unable to resume employment as a labourer when 
released on parole in the near future. 

The inmate's problem was discussed with the Superintendent 
who provided our Investigator with reports relating to the 
accident and subsequent medical treatment. While the reports 
indicated that the complainant may have caused the accident 
by his failure to follow staff instructions, the Superintendent 
said that the complainant's claim for compassionate allowance 
from the Ministry had been forwarded to the Medical Services 
Consultant for his decision. The complainant’ did. noc 
qualify for Workmen's Compensation Board benefits and 
therefore his only avenue of relief appeared to be through 
the granting of compassionate allowance by the Ministry. 

The Ministry's procedures with regard to the granting 
Or compassionate allowance were reviewed and the Medical 
Services Consultant was contacted concerning the status of 
the complainant's application. The Medical Services Consultant 
advised us that the claim was being reviewed despite reports 
that the complainant may have caused the accident through 
disobedience. The Medical Services Consultant Said that 
as soon as medical reports were available a decision would 
be rendered by the Ministry. 

AS no, decision. had been made on the complainane Ss 


application for compassionate allowance, the complaint 
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was premature under Section 15(1) of The Ombudsman ACCA Eo 
The complainant was advised accordingly and informed of the 
status of his application and what further Steps would) occur 
before the Ministry reached its decision. He was also advised 
of his right to seek the Ombudsman's assistance again should 


the decision reached by the Ministry be unfavourable or unfair 


Inewnis views 


(42) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


An inmate in the female section of the Toronto Jail wrote 
CQyUuS concerning conditions at the Jail. 

When we interviewed her, she told us she was a 44 year 
old woman serving a short sentence for fraud. Her motivation for 
writing to the Ombudsman was to bring to his attention the "other 
side" of the story about conditions at the Toronto Jail. 

He said that she was very concerned about the adverse 
Publveilty "that the Toronto Jail had received. While she 
conceded that facilities were not ideal and could be improved, 
sie attribuced many of these ‘problems tothe age of the Jail. 
On the other hand she emphasized that during her stay at the 
Jail, she had never been mistreated, and in fact, felt that she had 
DEenavery taicly treated by ‘the staff at the Jail; 

She praised the work of the matrons at the Jail, emphasizing 
tne dritreulty of their jobs. “She felt that the matrons take 
a great deal of abuse from some inmates and that this was very 
unfair. She indicated that during her experience there, she 
had received good food, adequate medical attention and she 
also said that the surroundings were always kept clean. 

sie stated she was concerned that the Ombudsman might 
get a prejudiced view of the Jail and said that in her 
opinion many other inmates at the Jail had experiences 


Siniiar tower own : 
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(43) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


On August 16, 1976, an investigator from our Office 
visited the Toronto Jail to interview an inmate who had written 
a letter, of .complaints tous on) August. lijy 1976.) busine ie 
course of the interview, our nvestigator was informed that 
another inmate had been beaten by Correctional Officers 
at the Toronto Jail on the evening of Saturday, August 14, 1976. 

Our Investigator returned to the Toronto Jail on August 17 
to investigate the alleged assault. In a written statement 
taken by our Investigator, the complainant stated that during 
the evening of Saturday, August 14, 1976, he was forcibly 
removed from the No. 2 Annex after he refused to obey an order 
given to him by’ a Correctional Officer: Prior to being vemoved 
from No. 2 Annex, he claimed that he was prodded and struck by 
officers using brooms. He also alleged that he was punched, 
thrown downstairs and kicked in the head while he was lying on 
the floor near the library. He claimed that he suffered several 
bruises and cuts as a result of this treatment. He was then 
placed in the bullpen prior to being taken to the nurse for 
medical attention. From there, he was escorted to the 2-B 
dissociation cells where he was charged with disobeying an order. 

When ourInvestigator examined the complainant, he noted 
bruises to the head and body of the inmate and, therefore, he 
took a number of photographs of the bruises. As part of our 
initial investigation of this, complaint, the following wsceps, 
were taken: 


1) Photostats of all -.incident reports 
were obtained; 


2) The complainant's medical file was 
studied and pertinent medical records 
were obtained; 


3) Copies of the misconduct report were 
obtained; 


4) It was noted that the complainant was 
placed in segregation; 


5) Written statements were obtained from 
all inmate witnesses. 
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Based on this information, we decided that TE would be in 
order to conduct a hearing pursuant to Section 20 of The 
Ombudsman Act, 1975. + ie 

On August 17, 1976 a letter was sent to the Deputy Minister 
of Correctional Services informing him of our intention to 
investigate the complainant's allegation of assault by 
Correctional Officers at the Toronto Jal (OneAucust 138, 1976, 
the five Correctional Officers in question submitted written 
sLacementsS 1£0,,0ur Office: 

On August 26, 1976, the Ombudsman, pursuant to Section 20 
of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, delegated sto Mr; Thomas P.O" Connor, 
Q.C., the authority to administer the oath and to conduct a 
hearing under oath in relation to the aforementioned complaint. 
On the same date, Mr. O'Connor and three Investigators from our 
Office visited the Toronto Jail in order to observe the location 
where the alleged assault took place. As well, Mr. O'Connor met 
with the five Correctional Officers allegedly involved in the 
incident in the presence of their shop steward and he advised 
them of the proceedings that our Office was about to undertake. 
At that time, they were advised that a hearing would take place 
at our Office and that they would be entitled to counsel. 

Oneaugustac), 1976, the complainant and tour other inmate 
witnesses, five Correctional Officers, one. nurse, one dOctcrm, 
the Senior Assistant Superintendent and the Superintendent of 
the jail were served with subpoenas requiring their attendance 
at the Office of the Ombudsman on September 2, 1976. Subsequently, 
the inmates were advised that they would also be entitled to 
counsel. 

Mr. Robert J. Carter, O.C., was retained as counsel for 
the Correctional Officers and Mr. Francis L. O'Donnell was 
retained to represent the inmates. 

The hearing was held on September 2, October 4 and October 
14, 1976. The complainant, four other inmate witnesses, five 
Correctional Officers, one nurse, one doctor, the Senior Assistant 
Superintendent and the Superintendent of the jail were all 


examined under oath. 
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On March: 7, 1977; a Vetter, pursuant. .to) Section Loy (2) 
of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, was forwarded to the Minister of 
Correctional Services, outlining three possible recommendations... 
These recommendations were: 


1) That the Ministry of Correctional. Services 
take disciplinary action against a particular 
Correctional Officer for breach of Section. 2 
(a) of Regulation 166 under the Ministry of 
Correctional Services Act, 1970 for using 
unnecessary force to subdue the complainant 
on August 147 2076." “he sforiroracnas 
disciplinary action was to be solely at the 
discretion of the Ministry. 


2) That the medical procedures at the Toronto 
Jail be upgraded to ensure that inmate 
complaints resulting from physical violence 
be reported by Correctional Officers and 
administrative staff in sufficient detail 
to ensure proper examination and treatment. 


3) That the administrative staff at the Toronto 
Jail be better instructed as to their duties 
and obligations, as set out in the Manual of 
Standards and Procedures and the Regulations 


Of the Ministry Or COLreecLlonal Services Act. 
As a result of our investigation, we determined that a 


particular Correctional Officer had unnecessarily struck the 
complainant on the head with a broom on August 14, 1976. 
Furthermore, the doctor and nurse who treated the complainant | 
after the injury, did not properly document their observations 
of the man after they saw him. in addition, the Senror 
Assistant Superintendent who reviewed the incident on the 
following day charged the complainant without allowing him to 
call witnesses and did not properly inform the doctor and nurse 
that the complainant had been struck on the head with a broom. 

On March 7, 1977, the lawyers who represented the Correctional 
Officers and the inmate witnesses, Mr. Carter and Mr. O'Donnell 
were also sent letters pursuant to Section 19° (3) of The Ombudsmag 
Act, 1975, advising them that there might be sufficient grounds 
for making a recommendation that might adversely affect one or 
more of the persons who were examined under oath and inviting 


them to make further representations to us. 
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Drigtiarch 31, 1977, we forwarded a detailed report of our 
findings to the Deputy Minister of Correctional Services, 
requesting that he advise us what steps the Ministry proposed 
to take to give effect to our recommendations as outlined in 
Our ssection) 19) (3) letter dated March 7, 1977. 

On April 12, 1977, the Deputy Minister informed us that 
he was prepared to follow our recommendations. 

OneApuIels; 1977, the doctor and nurse in question at the 
Toronto Jail were counselled by the Senior Medical Consultant 
for the Ministry and the appropriate documents were placed on 
ENeGir files. Furthermore, on May 16, 1977, the Correctional 
Officers and the Senior Assistant Superintendent in question 
were counselled by the Regional Administrator for the Ministry 
of Correctional Services and the appropriate documents were 
placed on their files as well. 

On May 20, 1977, the Deputy Minister informed us in writing 
that each of the recommendations contained in our report had 


been fully implemented. 
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(44) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


In August of 1976, the complainant purchased a book of 
five Wintario tickets for a draw later that month. The series 
numbers of the five tickets were 61, 63, 64 and 65. The 
complainant alleged that the combination was not in accordance 
with random selection and that he did not have five equal 
chances of winning. 

We contacted the Ontario Lottery Corporation which sent 
us a comprehensive reply explaining the randomization, planning 
for, and distribution of Wintario tickets. The reply indicated 
that lead times for production are six to eight weeks prior 
to a draw. To meet fluctuating market conditions, the basic 
issue of tickets for each draw consists of a given number of 
tickets mixed together and packaged so as to provide a random 
selection of ticket numbers and series in each book of five 
tickets. To meet possible needs, back-up series are also 
printed, mixed and held in reserve. These tickets are 
randomized among themselves to provide a mix of ticket numbers 
and, as far as possible, of series numbers. 

For the draw of August 19th, a base mix of 60 series and 
a back-up of 6 additional series was ordered. By August 4, 
it was evident that consumer demand warranted the release of 
the back-up series. Thus, there were 66 series of tickets 
issued to retailers. 

Both the base mix and the back-up series were randomly 
issued by the security printer. The books themselves, after 
packaging, went through a random shuffle as well in an effort 
to ensure a random distribution of tickets and series numbers 
across the Province. The Ontario Lottery Corporation cannot 
guarantee that five different series numbers will appear 9) 
each book, nor does the Corporation advertise that it does. 

At the time of his purchase, the complainant had the 
opportunity to check ticket and series numbers and, if they 
were not to his satisfaction, he could have asked for a 
different book. 

We considered the Corporation's comprehensive reply and 


concluded that the one remaining point requiring clarification 


900s 
was whether the repetition of series numbers, which the 
complainant encountered, could truly be termed random. 

Our study of a standard table of random numbers in four 
figure groups showed that duplication was common. We therefore 
concluded that the complainant's contention that his combination 
of tickets was not in accordance with random selection could 


not be supported. 
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(45) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was brought to our attention during a private 
hearing in a Southern Ontario city. It was directed to our Director 
of Rural/Agricultural/Municipal Services for review and to our 
Director of Research for a determination of our JULLSdLction. 

A group of concerned French-speaking citizens complained 
against the action of the Essex County Board of Education for 
not proceeding with the construction of a French-language 
secondary school which was to be built in Sandwich South 
Township. 

The Windsor Board of Education entered into an agreement 
with the Essex County Board of Education in 1975 for a term 
of 10 years to purchase education from Essex County when the 
new French-language school was constructed. This commitment 
was binding on the Windsor Board until September, 1980. On 
April 7, 1975, the Essex County Board of Education voted to 
proceed with the school having rejected the idea twice 
previously. 

The first question we had to answer was whether the 
Ombudsman had the requisite jurisdiction under The Ombudsman 
Act, 1975, to investigate decisions of Boards of Education. 

A consideration of the applicable provisions of The 
Education Act, 1974, and the relevant case law led to the 
conclusion that a Board of Education is neither a Board nor 
an agency of the Government of Ontario. Boards of Education 
are corporations composed of elected members who are paid 
by the Board itself. School Boards carry out their duties 
under The Education Act and, in particular, a 

"Board may determine the number and kind of 
schools to be established and maintained, 
and the attendance area for each school". 

The Education Act confers on Boards of Education wide 
powers which are given to them to be exercised in their own 
discretion notwithstanding the substantial funds that the 
Boards receive from the Province. Boards of Education are 


local Boards which are largely autonomous in their affairs. 
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Since the Essex County Board of Education is neither a 
Board nor an agency of the Government of Ontario, the 
Ombudsman does not have the authority to investigate any 
decision reached by it. 

On February 25th7,/1976, ‘the Windsor Star “reported genat 
three trustees of the Essex County Board of Education changed 
thelveadves “evote of rApril;, 1975 7ttoe"nosnas acres of the 
grant for capital costs from the Province being reduced to 
77% from 95%. This raised the question as to whether the 
Ombudsman had the jurisdiction under The Ombudsman Act, 1975, 
to investigate the decision to reduce the ‘capital costagrant. 

Although the Ombudsman has the authority to investigate 
decisions made in the course of the administration of a Ministry 
of the Government of Ontario, including decisions made by the 
Minister of Education, the Ombudsman cannot investigate 
decisions of the Cabinet. This is so because s. 14(b) of 
The Ombudsman Act, 1975, provides that 

"the Act does not apply to deliberations 
and proceedings of the Executive Council or 
any committee thereof." 

After reviewing the relevant legislative provisions, we 
contacted the Ministry to ascertain whether the decision to 
reduce the capital cost grant for the school was a Cabinet 
decision or a Ministerial one. We were advised that the 
amount of the capital grant was reduced as a direct result 
of the enactment of Ontario Regulation 237/76 passed pursuant 
toils. )10(1) of The Education Act.) )Theckast sementionedesection 
provides that, subject to the approval of the Lieutenant 
Governor in Council, the Minister of Education may make regu- 
lations in respect of schools established under the Act and 
with respect to other schools supported in whole or in part 
by public money. 

Ontario Regulation 237/76 was approved by the Cabinet on 
March 17, 1976, and filed March 19, when it became effective. 
It appeared in the Ontario Gazette on April 3, 1976. By 
virtue of this regulation, the formula for computing the 
amount of grant for recognized extraordinary expenditures, 


into which category the French school would fall, wasvchanged 
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from the formula as it had appeared in Ontario Regulation 
244/75. 

The change in formula was precipitated by the economic 
restraint program invoked by the Government of Ontario. The 
alteration of the formula, which was applicable not only to 
the French school in Essex County but to all recognized 
extraordinary expenditures in Ontario, resulted in a reduction 
miechemoapl taly cost) grant to be’ ‘paid from 95% too77%. Since 
the regulation was approved by Cabinet by Order-in-Council 
#128/76 on March 17, 1976, the Ombudsman had no authority to 
investigate the decision to reduce the capital cost grant 
for the French school. 

We sent a letter to the complainants explaining our lack 
of jurisdiction to assist them. All of our correspondence 
and personal interviews with the complainants were carried 


out in the French language. 


(46) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


A teacher had made contributions to the Ontario Teacher's 
Superannuation Commission for a number of years. When he left 
the teaching profession, contributions of about $1,000 were 
refunded to him. 

In February of 1975, the Commission discovered that the 
complainant had been refunded $150 too much in error and the 
Commission asked him to repay the $150. The complainant did 
so, but the Commission then asked the complainant to pay an 
additional $60 in interest charges. The complainant contacted 
our office as he felt that the request for the extra $60 was 
unjust. The complainant also told us that the Chairman of 
the Commission said in a letter that if the interest charges 
were not paid, the Commission would undertake proceedings to 
garnishee his wages. The complainant was concerned that such 
an action would possibly damage his credit rating. 

Our Investigator spoke with the Chairman of the Commission, 
who informed him that the complainant would have to repay the 


interest owing in accordance with a section of The Teacher's 
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Superannuation Act.) (We) thenimevrewed) the welevanie legislation 
and concluded that the Commission had the right to collect 
interest on over-payments. 

However, a mutually agreeable compromise was reached 
between the complainant and the Commission and a re-calculation 
of the interest due was made, computed from the date that the 
demand for repayment was made to the complainant (February 27th, 
1975), instead of from the date that the overpayment was made 
(December, 1970). 


(47) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant approached us during our private hearings 
in a northern Ontario town. Her complaint was “on ‘behalf of “her som 
who had suffered an accident at school in 1974. At that time her 
son was 17 years old and was in His “fourth year of a building 
construction course. He was working with a bench saw, cutting 
pieces of wood for a project, when he accidentally lost parts 
of three fingers and badly damaged a fourth. 

The complainant was aware that there was no negligence 
on the part of the school, the teachers, or the Board of 
Education, but she did not have any insurance to cover the loss 
of her son's fingers. She contended that there should be a 
mandatory insurance policy for students taking such shop courses. 

We contacted Ministry officials and learned that the 
only insurance available is a policy purchased voluntarily 
by the parents. The School Board's public lwabilacty epolicy 
is only Of benefit to an injured personetfival teachersorgthe 


Board is negligent. 


The only mandatory legislation requirement is that 
School Boards make provision for insuring their buildings and 
equipment as well as the Board and its employees against 
claims in respect of accidents. The School Boards are also 
authorized by legislation to provide contractual agreements 
with insurance companies whereby students and parents can 


purchase group accident insurance on a voluntary basis. This 
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policy provides for cash payment for losses, but there is 
no consideration given for the loss of future earning power 
due to injuries. 

After our investigation, we decided that it was not 
reasonable to make insurance mandatory. However, we recommended 
to the Deputy Minister that a more comprehensive insurance 
policy should be made available to students, one which would 
provide compensation for injuries resulting in the loss of 
future earning power. We suggested to the Deputy Minister 
that officals of his Ministry meet with representatives of 
insurance companies to determine if such a policy could be 
arranged. 

The Deputy Minister responded to our suggestion in 


a letter in which he stated: 


"T have noted your recommendation and wish 

to advise that I have initiated steps to 
comply with the suggestion. I am sure you 
understand that matters of insurance, parti- 
cularly in respect of the development of new 
kinds of policy, are not the sort of thing 
this Ministry has much knowledge of or 
experience in, but if a policy of the type 
you recommend is feasible, I have no objec- 
tion to it being made available on a voluntary 
‘basis. My concern is that the premium would 
be prohibitively expensive if it was limited 
to only secondary school pupils so that it 
May prove to be necessary to involve repre- 
sentatives from the Ministry of Colleges and 
Universities in the discussions with a view 
to having the potential customers of such a 
POlicy include certain classes of post 
secondary students." 


(48) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant was a teacher who had been unable to ob- 
tain a permanent high school teachers' certificate from the 
Ministry because she was not a Canadian citizen. Although she 
Was eligible for Canadian citizenship, she had not applied for 
it because she was unwilling to give up the citizenship of her 
country of birth. Withouta permanent teachers' certificate 
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she could not secure employment with her local Board of 
Education and was forced to take a position at a school 
125mi les from ahem home: 

A member of our staff interviewed the complainant's 
lawyer and interviewed the complainant by 
telephone. It appeared that the complainant was well 
qualified to teach and that her family had suffered considerable 
hardship as a result of her inability to obtain permanent 
teachers' certificates. 

The complainant contended that prior to emigrating to 
Canada, she had investigated teaching opportunities in several 
countries and had been told by Canada and Ontario immigration 
officials that she could easily qualify to teach in Canada and 
that there would be no adverse consequences to her retaining 
her original citizenship. 

The complainant had taught for two years in 
order to qualify for her permanent certificate but it was 
not until she applied for her permanent certificate (on the 
recommendation of the Board of Education) that she 
learned that she was ineligible by virtue of Regulation 199 
under The Education Act, 1974, as amended, which provides that 
in order to obtain a permanent teachers' certificate, an 
applicant born outside Canada must provide evidence that he 
or she is a Canadian citizen. The Deputy Minister of 
Education pointed out that it was possible for the complainant 
to apply for extensions of her interim teachers' certificates. 

The complainant then filed a complaint with the Ontario 
Human Rights Commission as well as with our office. She was 
informed that in the Commission's view the Canadian citizenship 
requirement did not constitute a violation of the Ontario 
Human Rights Code because although it does create some hardship 
for non-Canadians, it applies only to certification and is 
not a condition of employment. Since a non-Canadian can hold 
an interim teaching certificate, the requirement does not 
preclude the employment of non-Canadians. The complaint was, 
however, referred to the Ontaric Human Rights Commission 


Review Committee. 
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We found that Regulation 199 containing the 
citizenship requirement was authorized by Section 10(1) of 
The Education Act, 1974, which permits the Minister, subject 
to the approval of the Lieutenant Governor in Council, to 
make regulations in respect of schools or classes established 
under the Act and with respect to all other schools supported 
partly or wholly by public money, and also gives him authority 
over granting, suspending and cancelling of permanent, 
temporary, interim, special and other certificates of 
qGualatication and betters of standing.” 

An education officer in the Teacher Education and 
Certification Branch of the Ministry told us that the 
citizenship requirement is justified in that teachers should 
be committed to Canada and that in a time of high teacher 
unemployment it is fair to restrict permanent certificates 
and, therefore, access to certain: jobs and promotions, to 
Canadian citizens. 

While we were sympathetic to the hardship being caused 
to the complainant and her family by the citizenship require- 
ment, we decided it would not be appropriate to recommend 
a change in the citizenship requirement and we therefore 


found the ‘complaint not to be supported. 


(49) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant in this case was an instructor of 
prospective teachers at a Teachers' College until he was 
suspended, without pay, and his teaching certificates were 
recalled, as the result of his guilty pleas to criminal 
charges in a United States Court. Subsequently, the Minister 
of Education dismissed the complainant from his employment in 
the public service. 

At the time of the complainant's visit to our Office 
his appeal to the Public Service Grievance Board of his 
dismissal was still in process. However, one Of our staff members 
was then informed by the complainant's Civil Service Association 


representative at the Grievance Board hearings that the 
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complainant had agreed to a compromise whereby he would submit 
his official resignation” in Order towbring the iearingsmto<a 
close and to more quickly secure the reinstatement of his 
teaching certificates. 

Copies of correspondence to the complainant from the 
Minister of Education indicated that the Minister had agreed 
to review the matter of the certificate suspension after the 
complainant's probationary period to the U.S. Court had been 
completed. 

Subsequently, the complainant's probationary period was 
terminated early and the Minister, upon request, then reviewed 
the suspension of his teaching certificates. His most recent 
response had been that further consideration of the matter 
would await the Public Service Grievance Board's findings. 

After our investigation, we decided to recommend to the 
Minister of Education that the matter of the reinstatement of 
the complainant's certificates be referred to the Certificate 
Review Advisory Committee for its consideration. This 
conclusion was reached on the grounds that it had been 
34 years since the complainant had been able to work in his 
profession, his probation had been terminated early, which 
indicated that the complainant had re-established himself 
Satisfactorily, and the hearings of the Public Service Grievance 
Board had been terminated as the result of the complainant's 
official resignation. 

The Minister, after considering our recommendation, 
requested the Certificate Review Advisory Committee to meet 
to consider the matter. 

However, during later discussions with the Minister's 
Executive Assistant, we learned that the complainant had not 
attended the Advisory Committee's meeting and that he had not 
supplied all of the relevant information they requested. 

We confirmed this fact in a conversation with the 
complainant and we advised him that we would no longer 
correspond with the Ministry concerning his case. 

Due to the complainant's lack of co-operation with the 
Ministry, the Minister accepted the Committee's unanimous 


recommendation not to reinstate the complainant's teaching 


CertLlercates. 
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¢50) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant was interviewed regarding his complaint 
against Ontario Hydro at our hearings in a Northern Ontario 
city. His complaint was first brought to our attention by 
His. MaPeP. 

In 1923, the complainant's parents purchased about 
160 acres of land located in the Township of Matheson, near 
Timmins. Moose Creek flows through the property and runs 
into Night Hawk Lake. 

Until 1939, the complainant had no problem with the 
creek. But during the winter of 1939-40, the creek went dry 
and he had to abandon his existing water supply. Since that 
time, he alleged, the course of the creek had altered and 
had eroded his property causing considerable damage. This 
erosion coincided with the construction of the Frederick House 
Rive slam, ) bul t by Ontario Hydro ian wl939." The complainant 
contended that,as a result of the operation Of this dam, 
the spring flowing into the Moose Creek bed had been eroding 
his cultivated land and that every spring the rushing waters 
washed away 1 to 4 feet of soil in different places on his 
land, resulting in the realignment of the bed. He also 
contended that the washed-out soil was deposited in the 
original creek location and this had created a swamp which 
became a breeding ground for mosquitoes and blackflies. 

The complainant felt that the operation of the dam had 
altered the course and level of the creek and was responsible 
fom. tne erosion Or 2 60 4 acres ol his property over the past 
36 years. Consequently, he was seeking compensation from 
Ontarwvo Hydro. 

Our Investigator met with officials from Ontario Hydro 
to discuss the complainant's allegations. Hydro officials 
presented a comprehensive report which they had completed 
in 1974 in response to the complainant's allegations. The 
report concluded that after a thorough examination of 
tierevidence the complainant .s claim Could ™not be" substantiat— 


ed for the following reasons: 
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1) The level of water in the complainant's 
creek and in Night Hawk Lake would be lower if 
there were no dams in existence to control the 
levels of these bodies of water; 


2) Aerial photographs show Moose Creek to have 
been at about the same elevation, and within 
the same bank, over the years; 


3) Aerial photographs indicated that there had 
not been a loss of shoreline due to erosion; 


4) “Aerial photographs andieated that: Moose Creek 
had not changed its course over the years; 


5) The erosion of the complainant's property was 
due to natural causes aggravated by the 
chemistry of the soil. 

Arrangements were made by our Investigator to meet with 
several Hydro officials at the complainant's property. During 
this inspection, our Investigator found definite signs of 
erosion at a slope located near the bridge that carries a 
highway across Moose Creek. Soil samples were taken by the 
Investigator during the visit and sent on to the University 
of Guelph for chemical analysis. The results of the analysis 
indicated that the soil taken from the complainant's property 
varied from having a slight to moderately severe susceptability 
to erosion. 

We then contacted the District Manager of Natural Resources 
with regard to the complainant's concern. The Ministry official 
indicated that the erosion of the complainant's property was 
minimal. He added that no other residents in that area or | 
along Night Hawk or Frederick House Lakes had complained of 
the effects of erosion to their property. 

Our Investigator contacted the Engineering Services Branch 
of the Ministry of Natural Resources to obtain aerial photographs 
of the complainant's property, and to determine, peaamaereleiay ante 
use of engineering surveys, the topography of the area and the 
locations of Hydro's dam and the two dams it had superceded. 

A representative of the Engineering Services Branch felt 
the operation of Ontario Hydro's dam may have contributed 
to the erosion of the complainant's property to some extent, 


due to the draw-down process which takes place yearly in the 
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Waters CcOontrolled»=by the “dam. However, he said 

that the existence of the dam must in part be beneficial to 

the complainant by maintaining water levels on Night Hawk Lake 
and on Moose Creek in the spring and summer, thereby backing 

up water in Moose Creek. This in turn reduced the velocity of 
the water in the creek and thereby impeded erosion of the 
complainant's property. He felt it was conceivable that the 
level of water in Night Hawk Lake would be lower in its natural 
state without the presence of Hydro's dam to control water 
levels. 

PecenLOnsOntabdo Hydro Official) informed our investigator 
that, although Hydro did not feel responsible for the problems 
the complainant was experiencing, Hydro would be willing 
to pay the complainant $550. This had been offered to him in 
1964 and was deemed to be an acceptable settlement by the 
Ontario Farmer's Union. This was to cover compensation for 
Vandeana fOr the cost "of digging a: new well. (The official 
also said that Hydro would be willing to pay the complainant 
for the expenses he had incurred in pursuing his claim. 

After a study of the aerial photographs of the area in 
question, the results of the soil tests conducted on the 
complainant's Property, and a careful, consideration, of all the 
evidence, we concluded that the construction of the Hydro dam 
on Frederick House River had not appreciably accelerated the 
erosion of the complainant's property, and it had in many 
ways proved to be beneficial to the complainant. 


We therefore found the complaint not to be supported. 


The complainant was advised that he should accept the offer 
Of settlement made to him by Ontario Hydro and he was also 
advised that he could make application, under The Shoreline 
Properties Assistance Act, 1973, for funds in the form of a low= 
interest loan to have repairs made to the banks of his pro- 


perty-in an .effort to halt further. erosion. 
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(51) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was submitted to us on behalf of the 
complainant by her daughter. Both she and her brother in- 
formed us) that win’ 197 3m9 Ontariovhydro nhad=installed sa Hyarospole 
treated with pentachlorophenol near the site of their mother's 
well, and that in the autumn of 1974 their mother began 
experiencing problems with the water. It was their contention 
that Ontario Hydro was responsible for causing their mother's 
water supply to become unfit for consumption as a result of 
they treatment. of the Hydro» pole wrth pentachloropnenol. ~ They 
were of the opinion that Ontario Hydro should compensate 


their mother for the cost of digging a new well. 


In May, 1975, the complainant's son contacted Ontario 
Hydro With respect to this matter: Following an 
investigation by Ontario Hydro and the Ministry Of thevEnviron- 
ment,it was concluded that the problem with the water in the 
well was not caused by the pole treatment chemical. 

Our Investigator contacted officials of the Ministry 
of the Environment and Ontario Hydro and learned that in August; 
1975, the Ministry of the Environment was requested to investi- 
gate the complainant's grievance and advise Ontario Hydro of 
the outcome. 

On two separate occasions, samples of the well water were 
forwarded for analysis to the Provincial Pesticide Residue 
Testing Laboratory of the Ontario Ministry OLvAGELCuL cure 
and Food in Guelph and the water was found to contain = 0. 
pants per bviliron “oF pentachlorophenol, the acceptable level 
being 1.0 parts per billion. However, the water was also found 
to contain an extremely high iron concentration - 12 parts per 
million, far above the acceptable level of .3 parts per 
miu von. 

Upm receiving notification from our Office of our 
intention to investigate this matter, Ontario Hydro again 
contacted the Ministry of the Environment , which 
confirmed the results of the analysis of the well water. In 


June, 1976, our Investigator contacted a senior OLticta ion 
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the Ministry of the Environment with a view to determining the 
effects of 0.1 parts per billion concentration of pentachlorophenol 
in the water. The following month, we received a letter from 
the Chief of Environmental Health Services, Ministry of Health, 
which included a complete report regarding pentachlorophenol. 

The report concluded that the concentration of 
pentachlorophenol found in the well did not constitute a 
health hazard. Following further discussion between our 
Investigator and an official of the Ministry of the Environment 
we were advised that, although pentachloropehnol 
is present in the water, it was not the cause of the contamina- 
tion. The extremely high concentration of iron in the water 
appeared to be the over-riding problem and we concluded that 
Cheshaghyaron, concentration was not«related to the installation 
of the Hydro Pole. 

We concluded that the complainant's grievance against Ontario 


Hydro was not supported. 


(2h) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant had a grievance against Ontario Hydro 
fOrMrerusing himeemployment ian wJuly,.1976. -Duringsthe) first 
week of July, 1976, the complainant's union, the International 
Association of Bridge, Structural and Ornamental Iron Workers, 
authorized him to begin employment with the Atomic Energy 
Plant in Pickering, Ontario. He was subsequently advised 
byeOntarrouhydro: that he would not, be hired The reasons for 
this decision were apparently based on confidential information 
relating to his employment with Ontario Hydro 10 years 
preyrously. “The complainant felt that his conduct during his 
previous employment with Hydro was above reproach. Following 
the refusal by Ontario Hydro to hire him, the complainant 
Comp lained toy hiswunions president=, This <ded. to a meeting 
widh. fivdro) Officials which, resulted in -an, offer of employment. 
However, the complainant felt that he should be eligible for 
compensation benefits from Ontario Hydro for the loss of income 


during the period when he was refused employment at the 
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Pickering Atomic Energy Site. 

Ontario Hydro was notified of our intention to investigate 
this complaint, and in January, 1977 we received a detailed report 
outlining Ontario Hydro's position ..eWwe learned that Hydro's 
refusal to hire the complainant resulted in a First Step Grievance 
Meeting between Hydro and the union in August, 1976. At. that 
time, Hydro conceded that its refusal of employment based on 
a 10 year old performance appraisal was not fair and =2t offered 
to employ the complainant when the next opening for an Ironworker 
occurred. This offer was not immediately accepted by the 
complainant but, since the union did not proceed any further 
with the grievance, Hydro assumed that the settlement Crter 
was acceptable to the union and later in August the complain- 
ant was offered employment in accordance with the settlement 
discussed at the First Step Grievance Meeting. Subsequently, 
Hydro was advised by the union that the complainant was not 
interested in employment with Ontario Hydro. The unwon didynot 
proceed further with the matter of compensation through 
grievance to arbitration. 

This matter was reviewed by our Director of Research 
who pointed out that Ontario Hydro had a Collective Agreement 
with the complainant's union and the Agreement provided for grievance 
and arbitration procedures. The matter of whether the complainant 
should have been eligible for compensation could have proceeded 
through grievance to arbitration, in which case Ontario Hydro 
would have had no option but to comply with an arbitrated 
settlement. But the’ Union did not’ pursue thisiaspecti of 
the complainant's grievance. 

Section 18(1) (a) of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, Stipulates 
that: if, in the course of the investigation of a complaint 
Te appears tial under one slaw lon existing administrative 
practice there is an adequate remedy for the complainant 
whether or not he has availed himself of it" the Ombudsman 
may refuse to investigate the matter furpener. 

Inasmuch as the Collective Agreement between Ontario Hydro 


and the union provided for a grievance procedure and binding 
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arbitration, and since the union did not Proceed eto arbitration 
in the complainant's case, we decided not to further investigate 
the complaint against Ontario Hydro. 

Our further involvement with this matter, would, we. felt, 
be to ignore the procedures available under the Collective 
Agreement which the complainant, through his bargaining agent 
had agreed to. 

The complainant was advised of our reasons for not 
investigating his complaint further and he was also advised 
that if he was of the view that his union did not adequately 
beEPresent fis interests. an processing his grievance, he could 


file a complaint with the Labour Relations Board. 


(53) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint came to our attention dining tour 
private hearings in a Southern Ontario town. 

The complainant had received a bill for Soo La erom 
Ontario Hydro for services rendered when a church was moved 
seven miles to his farm. 

Ontario Hydro had originally estimated that its bill would 
be $600 for disconnecting hydro wires during the move. 

The complainant, a retired man with little income who had 
Spent eight years assembling Ontario pioneer buildings .on 
his farm, asked us to look into his problem with Hydro. 

He explained to us that he had originally told Hydro 
officials that the estimate of the cost of their work 
during the move had to be as accurate as possible because 
all the expenses for his heritage farm project were being 
borne by himself. 

The complainant also contended that Hydro personnel 
involved with the move were slow and inefficient. He felt that 
their poor work performance had contributed to the increased 
COSt. 

PeEnOUgGh She had vasited Hydro officials in June, ‘nothing 


had wbecn, resolved at the time he brought his problem to us 
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in September. 
Our Investigator discussed the situation with local 
Hydro officials, who said that they had intended to reach 
a compromise with the complainant concerning the jem ip hie. Jetbke 
that they had not yet contacted him to discuss the Ma tie wy. 
We arranged for the complainant to visit the OfircLvars, 
and ,after the meeting, the complainant informed us that he 
and Ontario Hydro would split the difference between the 
original estimate and the invoiced amount and that this 


arrangement was satisfactory to him. 
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(54) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


In 1973, Sewers were installed on the complainant's 
Street. As a result;,.his plan to install a toilet and shower 
in his celtar could not be carried out because the trunk 
Sewer in the middle of the road was approximately 7" above 
the elevation of the cellar floor. 

Our Investigator contacted Ministry officials who 
said that the Ministry would provide a pumping unit at its expense 
provided that the installation and the operation of the 
unit would be at the complainant's expense. The price of 
the unit that they suggested be installed was $401.25. 

The Ministry also said that they would not prevent the 
complainant from installing a more expensive unit, but that 
the additional cost of such a unit would have to be borne 
by the complainant. 

The complainant was advised to inform the Ministry when 
the installation was complete, and the Ministry would then 
obtain confirmation that the installation had been completed 
and would issue a cheque to the complainant in the amount 
Of 2401.525. 


(55) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The residents of a 60-home subdivision had suffered 
low water pressure and supply since 1971. 

The residents had brought their problem to the attention 
of the Ministry in 1971, and the Ministry soon determined 
that the developer who had constructed the subdivision was 
responsible for répairing the Substandard system. The 
Ministry then approached the developer and requested that 
he take action, but as of December, 1975, nothing had been 
done by the developer or the Township to improve the water 
supply. 

The complainant, the President of the Homeowner's 


Association, felt that the Ministry could expedite the 


improvements to the water system by compelling the developer 
to make the necessary repairs. 

In December, 1975, we sent a letter to the Ministry 
notifying them of our intention to investigate this complaint. 

In April, 1976, we received a copy of a letter from 
the Ministry to the members of the Homeowner's Association 
stating that the Ministry proposed to hold a meeting at 
which representatives of the Homeowner's Association, the 
developer, a local plumbing and heating firm, and officials 
from the Ministry would discuss proposed modifications to 
the existing water supply system. 

As a result of the meeting held in May, 1976, the 
developer and the Township finally agreed) to asprecedent— 
setting arrangement under which both the developer and the 
‘Township would be responsible for alleviating the water 
DEOo Lem, 

Ins February, 1977, -ourrinvestigarorn contacted the new 
President of the Homeowner's Association and was pleased to 
learn that the water supply to the residents had increased 


considerably and that the pressure was good. 


(5G) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant was having difficulty in obtaining 
a payment Ofte 52,200) Tor vanieasement. 

Our Investigator contacted a lawyer with the Ministry 
who said that there had been a mix up and that the Ministry had made 
a mistake when it had originally registered the easement. 
The lawyer was under the impression, however, that the 
complainant should have checked the contract himself before 
Signing. 

We suggested to the lawyer that every effort should 
be made by the Ministry's Legal Branch to straighten this 
complaint out and the lawyer told us that he would act 


immediately to rectify the error. 
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About two weeks later, the complainant contacted us 
again and said he felt that his problem was going to be 
Settled very soon. He told us that he had been contacted by 
the Ministry's lawyer and that he had been assured that 
the problem would be solved within two weeks. 

Within 10 days, the complainant received payment of 
22, 200 —trom- the Ministry, 
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Sy) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant was a retired provincial employee who 
became re-employed on a "caSual" basis with the Ontario 
Public Service. 

As a re-employed provincial Superannuate, the complainant 
found his earnings restricted in accordance with section 16 
of The Public Service Superannuation Act by a formula which 
permitted him to earn only $1,074.64 per quarter. Any excess 
earnings were to be deducted dollar-for-dollar from his 
pension. It was his contention that the formula contained 
in section 16 was too reStrictive. 

During our investigation, we learned that the Federal 
Government had recently implemented a legislative change 
whereby federal employees who were re-employed by the Federal 
Government on a casual basis following their retirement, 
were no longer subject to restrictions on their salaries. 

We also learned that other provinces, including Saskatchewan, 
Quebec and British Columbia, were either considering, or 

had already implemented legislative reform similar to that 
of the Federal Government. An actuary's report suppiied 
by the Ministry of Government Services indicated that the 
cost of removing the restrictions of section 16 would be 
ingigniricant: 

As a result of our investigation, we decided to 
recommend to the Minister that in the interest of fair and 
equitable treatment to re-employed provincial superannuates, 
a change was required in the legislation in ordér to eliminate 
all restrictions on their re-employment, except where the 
nature of their re-employment would be such that they would 
resume making contributions to the Public Service Superannuation 
Fund. 

Subsequently, we were informed by the Executive 
Secretary of the Civil Service Commission that the Commission 
had agreed to recommend to the Management Board of Cabinet 
changes in The Public Service Superannuation Act as proposed 


By. Ouro Ont Lees 
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However, to date these recommended changes have not 


come into effect. 


(53) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant had worked in an Ontario County Court 
Officewasvar court reporterssince 19S Shevwroter Cosus 
because she had been allowed only 22 years and 2 months of 
pensionable credit which she felt was unfair in view of 
her 45 years of consecutive service in the same office. 

We determined that the complainant was hired by the 
local county as a secretary to the County Court Judge in 
1931. In 1956 the county established a pension fund, and 
the complainant was under the impression that she could 
back-date her eligibility by making additional supplementary 
payments, which she did, paying 15% of her salary into the 
pension fund) Eromel956. Unreis 19iGer 

When the Province of Ontario took over the administration 
of justice Hin sloes 7 over sis, O00 Eras transferred to the 
Superannuation Fund intrespect Of the complainant's municipal 
service. Nearly $4,000 of that amount was the employer's 
contributions. 

The Public Service Superannuation Fund established the 
complainant's credit date as January lst, 1956, when the 
county established a pension fund. Thus, when she retires 
on March 1, 1978, after 47 years consecutive service with 
the County Court Office, she will receive only 22 years and 
2 months of pensionable credit. 

Our investigation revealed that the complainant had 
pursued her complaint with various government offreralsvand 
Ministers. Her suggestion that she should get a refund, 
with interest, on the $11,000. was also reviewed by the 
Superannuation Board which ruled against her because OF 
"the extra liability assumed by the Public Superannuation 
Fund and of her enhanced benefit as a result of her transfer". 


The Ministry told us that the extra payments made by 
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the then employees of the county were "for the purposes of 
increasing benefits under the Canadian Government Annuity 
Contract". They did not extend the pensionable service 
period. The Ministry also pointed out that while the amount 
transferred in respect of the complainant's Mune pal 
SeLvce was just over s11,000, nearly $4,000 was "employer's 
contributions which would not automatically be refundable 

to the employee even if such a course of action were in the 
complainant's best interest", which, the Ministry stated, 
was not the case. 

Our Investigator then spoke with other officials who 
confirmed that the complainant could not buy back service 
before January lst, 1956 and that neither the complainant 
nor the county had made any contribution in respect of 
prior service. 

After examining the facts, we advised the complainant 
that the Canadian Government Annuity contract under which 
shewmade contributions from 1956 to 1962 did not provide 
Tetmpdast Service credit.«,; The contributions were,for the 
Purpose of increasing benefits and had no relation to service 
Pi Ole torJvanvary wWsit; 1956. 

We advised the complainant of the total package of 
benefits available to her as of April 30th, 1976, and of a 
second series of available benefits if she were to retire 
in 1978, on her compulsory retirement date. It was pointed 
out that she would receive approximately $750 a month at 
that time. We also informed the complainant that there 
was nothing further that could be accomplished which had 
not already been done and that we, therefore, could not 


pursue her complaint further. 


(59) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


MiemconmpLainant, ans indilan Land, Claims Consultant, 


MiotewOslcedin Ualiiary, L976 tO Seek Our assistance in 


obtaining a list by concession of lots which had been 
acquired by the Province of Ontario in a township. 

He had received no reply to his request to the Ministry prior 
tQucontacting our Office. 

Our Investigator contacted the Ministry's Realty 
Services Branch and learned that there was some confusion about 
what information the complainant desired. We arranged for 
the complainant to mark out on a map the specific information 
he wanted and we then forwarded the map to the Realty Services 
Branch and it provided the complainant with the desired 
information. 

The complainant also said that he was having a problem 
obtaining a book entitled “Indians of Ontario” published 
in 1943 by the Department of Lands and Forests. 

We established that the book had long been out of 
print; however, we located a copy at the library of the 
Ministry of the Environment and supplied the complainant 


with apphotostat copy of the book, 


(60) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


In August, 1974, the complainant made a verbal agreement 
to purchase a neighbouring 20-acre parcel of land from his, neighs 
boul. On the strength of the agreement, the complainant 
then entered into a verbal agreement with another neighbour 


for the exchange of farm goods and services in return for 


access to the neighbour's land. 


Before the transaction had closed, however, the neighbour- 
ing owner was approached by Ministry of Government Services 
personnel and signed an offer to sell the same piece of property 
to the Ministry. The neighbour's understanding of the agreement 
with the Ministry was that she could change her mind witha 230 


days if she wished. 
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When she subsequently attempted to extricate herself from 
this contract with the Ministry in order to honour her earlier agreement 
with the complainant, the Ministry refused to allow her out of 
the contract. Ultimately, the neighbour signed another offer to 
sell, thes property al an increased price to the Ministry. 

The complainant contended that he had lost anticipated 
profits from the timber on the land and that he had incurred 
legal expenses and out-of-pocket expenses as a result of the 
agreement entered into between the Ministry and his neighbour. 

During our investigation, the neighbouring owner was 
contacted and she indicated that she also had a complaint 
against the Ministry as her transaction had not yet been 
completed. Thereafter, both complaints were investigated 
together. (For the sake of clarity, this additional complainant 
is referred to as "the second complainant.") 

Our; anvestigation indicated that an official from the 
Ministry had: approached the second complainant and offered to 
purchase her property. The official had been advised that 
tnere was a verbal offer outstanding for the property, whereupon 
the official asked the owner if there had been any commitment in 
writing or if any money had changed hands. When the owner 
stated that there was neither a commitment in writingnor had there 
been an exchange of money, the official offered her a sum slightly 
higher than the figure she had agreed to with her neighbour and 
told her that she would get a "tax break" because the provincial 
government was acquiring her property. 

She was also advised, she said, that the government would 
pay cash for her property and that she had one month in which 
tOvacceptethne offer. 

Within 30 days of the date of the offer, the second complain-— 
ant had written to the Ministry stating that she did not wish 
touclose thewtransaction with the Ministry .in view of her 
previous commitment to the complainant. Our investigation also 
revealed that tt was, in fact, the Ministry which had 30 days 


iewiren to accept or reject the offer. 
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After several meetings with officials of the Ministry, 
tentative proposals and recommendations were discussed, and 
it was agreed that our investigator would obtain particulars 
upon which to base the amount of any proposed compensation to 
the complainant. Our Investigator subsequently obtained infor- 
mation about the complainant's legal costs and other expenses, 
and consulted with a representative of the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Food regarding the complainant's figures for 
the joint farming agreement entered into as a result of the 
complainant's anticipated purchase of his neighbour's property. 

Our Investigator was able to agree with representatives 
of the Ministry to the amount of compensation that might be 
paid although no agreement was reached as to whether any 
compensation would actually be paid to the complainant. 

At the time of our investigation, the Ministry had 
still not closed its transaction with the second complainant 
because conditions had been added to the second offer which 
she had signed making the agreement contingent on the absence 
of litigation between the parties for a certain period of 
time. 

On May 19, 1976, we sent to the Deputy Minister a final 
report of our findings and we recommended that the Ministry 
pay the complainant ‘the sum Of $51,318 tor vhis lossesrandgicgarl 
expenses, and that the Ministry complete the transaction with 
the second complainant, releasing her from the conditions which 
had formed part of her second agreement, and paying her 
interest at 6% per annum from the date of closing set out in the 
OLLfcer, becember 171975". 

A long delay then ensued while the Ministry considered 
what course of action it would and could take with respect to 
the recommendations concerning the complainant. The 
recommendation concerning the second complainant was 


implemented. 
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In August, 1976, we received a letter from the Deputy 
Minister advising that he had sought the Opinion of Gthe 
Deputy Attorney-General as to the ability of a 
Ministry to make an ex-gratia payment in a circumstance such 
as this. He subsequently wrote to advise us that it was the 
opinion of the Deputy Attorney-General that there was no 
authority to permit the implementation of our recommendation. 

The Deputy Attorney-General wrote to us in November, 1976, 
indicating that although, in his view, the wording of Section 
22 of The Ombudsman Act was sufficient to entitle the Ombudsman 
to recommend the payment by the government of compensation even 
in circumstances where no legal liability could be demonstrated, 
no authorization existed to entitle a Ministry to implement 
such a recommendation. 

In particular, the Deputy Attorney-General took the position 
that neither Section 12 of The Audit AGL Nee Sect on 2) -oie rine 
Financial Administration Act authorizes direct implementation of 
such a recommendation. The Deputy Attorney-General also stated 
that he disagreed with the notion that direct implementation of 
such a recommendation is essential to the effective operation of 
the Ombudsman plan. The Deputy Attorney-General concluded that: 


"Implementation of a recommendation to 
pay money compensation in cases where 

no legal Aiabrlity arises; should follow 
consideration by the Legislature for the 
two reasons outlined above--the assess- 
ment of damages has occurred in the 
context of a non-adversary proceeding 
and appropriation of public revenues for 
such purpose should be on the basis of a 
Bill introduced in the Legislature for 
that purpose by the government." 


(61) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


On Friday, December 5th, 1975, we received a request 
by telephone to investigate the decision that had been made 
to demolish the building at 999 Queen Street, West. This 


bustling wassoriginally* constructed in) 1846. The! request 


came late Friday afternoon from a group known as the "Friends 
of 999" which was a group consisting of several Aldermen OG 
the City of Toronto and a number of prominent publicwtigures: 
The group had been formed to prevent the Ministry of 
Government Services from proceeding to demolish the Diao aac a 
999 Queen Street, known as the John Howard Bualdings 

That evening we contacted the Deputy Minister and 
advised him of the request that we had received. We suggested 
that the demolition of the building be postponed to enable 
our investigation to proceed. The Deputy Minister agreed 
with our request and directed that the demolition of the 
building should not continue before Tuesday, December 9th. 

Our Director of Research met with a number of Aldermen 
and officials of the Ministry. As a result of meetings 
with officials from the Ministry, we learned that the 
decision to demolish the building had been reached by 
@abinet,- rather» than the-Ministry. 

We confirmed that the decision to proceed with the 
demolition of the building had been a decision of the Ontario 
Cabinet. As a result of this information, we were compelled 
to advise the complainants that, as a result Of section 4b) 
of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, we lacked the requisite juris- 


diction to proceed further with our investigation. 


GY 
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SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant 1S a Senior Officer “in the Ministry of 
Correctional Services. He wrote to us complaining about the 
size of the arrears he was being asked to pay in order that 
he might claim 3 1/2 years of war service for superannuation 
purposes. 

He stated that he joined the former Department of Reform 
Institutions on May 2, 1954. In 1965, he applied for and was 
accepted for a senior position in a municipal jail. He was 
therefore a municipal employee from January 27, 1965, until 
January 1, 1968, when all municipal jails were taken over by 


the Provincial Government. In December, 1974, as a result of 


his application, he received notification of arrears of 

$8067.92 to be paid by him if he wished to claim his 3 1/2 

years of war service. The calculation was based on his salary 
at January 1, 1968, when he "most recently became a contributor" 
to the Public Service Superannuation Fund. The complainant 
contended that he should be deemed to have remained a 
Provincial employee during this period with the municipality 

and that his arrears should be based on his salary as of May 2, 
1954. He cited examples of a number of employees who he 
claimed were given this privilege. 

Our Office contacted the Chairman of the Public Service 
Superannuation Board. He said that during the complainant's 
period with the municipality, he was not a Provincial employee 
and that he "most recently became a contributor" to the fund 
on January 1, 1968. The Chairman provided confirmation of 
this viewpoint from the Civil Service Commission. 

Our Investigator spent considerable time with Ministry 
officials and both from these conversations and from research 
into the complainant's files, he established that the complainant 
resigned voluntarily to take the municipal position and that 
he had actively sought it. Although the complainant contended 
that he was under Provincial jurisdiction when with the munici- 
pality and that he therefore effectively remained a Provincial 
employee, it was clear from discussions with the Assistant 


Deputy Minister, from a study of existing legislation, and from 


the complainant's file, that Provincial control over him was 
Hargely pro forma. Our Investigator also found persuasive 
evidence on the complainant's file that he was fully aware 
that he was giving up his status under The Public Service 
Superannuation Act when he joined the municipality. 

Our Investigator also interviewed the individuals cited 
by the complainant as parallel cases and reviewed their files 
both at the Ministry and at the Superannuation Board. After 
this research, our Investigator found only three individuals 
who had been appointed to municipal service after Provincial 
service and who had remained contributors to the Public 


Service Superannuation Fund. 


818) Il 


However, not one of these three had volunteered for 
municipal service but all had been sent to the municipality 
on the initiative of the Provincial Ministry. -.Moreover, all. 
three were appointed to municipal service before April, 1962, 
and remained contributors to the Fund, whereas the complainant 
was appointed after the amendments to the legislation of 
April 18, 1962, were passed which prohibited such arrangements. 

Finally, our Investigator consulted actuarial and annuity 
specialists whose opinions were that the purchase Olins -L/ 2 Years 
of war service by the complainant for $8067.92 would be a 
sound business investment. 

Having considered the facts of the case, we supported the 
position of the Public Service Superannuation Board. We did 
not consider that the complainant had been treated unfairly 
and we so notified the complainant. Subsequently, the 
complainant wrote to us saying that he intended to make the 


purchase of the war service. 
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(63) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant wrote to us requesting our assistance 
in clarifying the circumstances of his daughter's death. 

The complainant's daughter had been admitted to a 
psychiatric hospital. Her treatment at the hospital consist- 
ed of medication and Electro-Convulsive Therapy. About three 
months after her admission, while still a patient, she was 
found to be missing from the hospital and approximately a 
month later her body was found in a lake. No inquest was 
held. 

The complainant stated that he had reported his daughter's 
case to the Ministry's Director of the Psychiatric Hospitals 
Branch and had asked the Director to answer some questions 
about his daughter's death. He said that more than a year 
had passed since he wrote to the Director and he had not 
received an answer. The complainant requested that we 
ask the Director or the hospital and staff doctors to answer 
his questions. 

We contacted the Psychiatric Hospitals Branch and were 
provided with information from the Ministry's file. The 
information revealed that the complainant and the Director 
had corresponded with each other on several occasions. 

The complainant's letters indicated that he was of the 
opinion that there was negligence on the part of the hospital 
employees and that the hospital was responsible for his daughter's 
death. He said that if his questions were not satisfactorily 
answered, he was thinking of taking legal action. In his replies, 
the Director stated that he had investigated the matter, that he 
did not find the hospital negligent in any way, and that the 
complainant could discuss the details of his daughter's treat- 
ment and her unfortunate death either with the hospital directly, 
or through legal counsel. 

We wrote to the complainant asking whether he had obtain- 
ed further information from the hospital and was satisfied 
or if he had sought legal counsel. A week later, the 


complainant wrote to us and said that he had decided to seek 
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legal counsel from the Ombudsman. The complainant was 
subsequently interviewed by one of our Investigators who 
explained the function of the Ombudsman and also pointed out 
that while the Ombudsman could investigate his daughter's 
hospitalization and the actions of the hospital's staff, 

the Ombudsman could not act as his lawyer. 

Although the complainant had not contacted the hospital 
directly, he requested that we provide the Administrator or 
the doctor at the hospital with his/list of questions and 
obtain the answers. 

In the course of our investigation, and with a view 
to obtaining the answers to all the complainant's questions, 
our Investigator met with hospital officials and left them 
aa list of the complainant's questions. The complainant 
was provided with answers to all his questions. 

After a full-~investigation, we» concluded that;:,the 
hospital had not been negligent with respect to the complainant's 


daughter and we advised him of our conclusion. 


(64) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant's sister originally phoned our Office 
on a weekend and complained that she had been advised the 
previous day) thatvher brother, who was a patient at the Queen 
Street Mental Health Centre in Toronto would be transferred 
to Penetanguishene on Monday morning because it was difficult 
for the Centre to control his behaviour. The sister was 
concerned that no crisis unit was available in the Centre to 
which he could be transferred temporarily and she objected to 
the fact that the only alternative was to move him to the Mental 
Health Centre at Penetanguishene. 

We contacted the Mental Health Centre immediately and 
requested a delay in the transfer to give the family an 
opportunity to try to make other arrangements. The Mental 
Health Centre agreed to do this. 

Other arrangements could not be made, however, and the 


patient remained at the Queen Street Mental Health Centre. 
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Almost two months later, we were again contacted by 
the complainant's sister and told that only a few hours 
notice had been given to the parents of the complainant the 
day before that he would be sent to Penetanguishene the 
fORlowing day. 

We again immediately contacted the Mental Health Centre 
but were advised that the patient was already on his way 
to Penetanguishene. We then contacted the Director of the 
Psychiatric Hospitals Branch and advised him of the complainant's 
concerns. He agreed that a transfer to Penetanguishene was not 
necessarily the best solution for someone whose behaviour pro- 
blems made it difficult for him to remain in the usual Mental 
Health Centre patient population. 

He then arranged for the patient to be admitted to a 
nearby Mental Health Centre which had a crisis unit and he 
instructed officials to return the patient from Penetanguishene 
as soon as possible. The complainant's sister was advised 
of these results the same day and she contacted us two days 
later to say that her brother was to be returned from Penetang- 
uishene that day to be admitted to a Mental Health Centre's 


Crisis inc. 


(65) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant wrote to us from the Oak Ridge Division 
of the Mental Health Centre in Penetanguishene. He explained 
that he was having difficulty with other patients because 
they did not believe he was innocent of a criminal charge 
of which he had been found not guilty by reason of insanity. 
He felt that the patients had been threatening him by 
suggesting that he would be sent to the MAP (Motivation, 
Attitude and Participation) program. He said that he was 
afraid and wanted someone to come and talk with him. 

Our Investigator met with the complainant and found that 


he had recently been found not guilty by reason of insanity 
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of a criminal charge and had, therefore, been committed to 
the Mental Health Centre on a Lieutenant-Governor's Warrant. 
She also learned that this verdict was under appeal. 

He described his situation on the ward, where his peers 
considered his plea of innocence as incidental to his therapy 
program. He felt threatened by the whole situation and had 
fears of being kept in Oak Ridge. He was very suspicious of 
the motives of his doctor, who he reported was recording his 
conversations through a receiver hidden in his jacket. 

Our Investigator could elicit no specific complaints 
and considered that the complainant might have been having 
difficulty in accepting his presence in a maximum-security 
psychiatric hospital and to adjusting to the peer unter= 
‘action in the programs there. The Investigator explained 
the role of the Ombudsman to the complainant. He was also 
advised to discuss with his lawyer some concerns about his 
appeal of the court's verdict which had resulted in his 
committal’ 

About two months later, the complainant wrote to us again 
and was interviewed once more. He stated that he had been 
placed on a MAP (Motivation, Attitude and Participation) 
program and although he was not complaining about the program 
itself, nor was he disputing the reasons for him being placed 
in this program, he had apparently engaged in a verbal 
disagreement with a teacher and had been restrained. 

He said a tight strap was placed around his waist 
and his wrists were cuffed to the waistband at his sides. 
He also reported rough treatment meted out to him by another 
patient in the course of his restraint. The complainant 
recounted a history of a medical disorder which, combined 
with the restraint, made his situation intolerable. He 
said he reported his distress to the teacher, who felt 
he was using this as an excuse to get out of restraints. 
Eventually, he obtained the attention of the attendant staff, 
who removed the restraints. The complainant stated that his 
parents visited him and were quite upset about the appearance 


of his hands after the restraints were removed. 
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Our Investigator contacted the complainant's father. 
He confirmed seeing his son in restraints which were, in 
his view, tied tightly enough to cut off the circulation in 
his hands. Following the removal of the restraints, he 
Said his son's hands swelled to almost twice their normal 
size. The father assisted his son in contacting his lawyer, 
who in turn suggested bringing this matter to our attention. 

Our Investigator noted that a complaint had not been 
made to the hospital authorities by either the complainant 
or his father. In conversation with them, their confidence 
about making such a complaint appeared to have been undermined 
by the complainant's fear that the tenuous acceptance Of lim 
by his peers would be further diminished by such action. We 
advised the complainant that we would raise this matter 
confidentially with the Medical Director. 

tie Medical Director subsequently sent a letter to our 
Office describing his discussion with the complainant, who 
had made it clear that he was not finding fault with the 
MAP (Motivation, Attitude and Participation) program but had, 
im fact, learned a great deal from the experience. He told 
une Medical Director, however, that he thought the restraints 
had been unnecessarily tight and forceful. However, he 
stated that he was by that time feeling quite well and cheerful 
and did not wish to take advantage of the Medical Director's 
offer to hold a more in-depth investigation. 

The =Medical ,Director pointed out that one of the major 
Sthengtissor the programs in the social therapy unit was 
Enat thespatuents "take such a high, degreevof responsibility 
for each other's welfare. But, he said, there was always the 
danger that certain patients might abuse these responsibilities. 
He explained that in most of the programs, the activities were 
carefully monitored by staff members. The Medical Director 
had spoken to the Chief Attendant about the dangers inherent 
in the MAP (Motivation, Attitude and Participation) program 
and felt that his staff would ensure that abuses did not 
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(66) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant, a lady who owned a small insulation 
company, brought a complaint to our attention relating to 
a bid which her company had submitted for an insulation 
contract for a new addition to a hospital. The complainant 
contended that there was a considerable delay in the start 
of the project resulting in her company losing over $21,000. 

Prior to bringing shen-complainteto our Office, the 
complainant had discussed her problem with several lawyers, 
With Ministry Officials, and wrth her Mer -P. 

Having reviewed the substance of her complaint, we 
notified the complainant that we viewed her complaint as 
essentially that of a sub-contractor, who, because of the 
delay in the commencement of the construction project and 
inflation, suffered substantial losses. We concluded by 
telling the complainant that we did not feel that her 
complaint was against a "governmental organization" within 
the meaning of The Ombudsman Act, 1975 and we therefore 
could not investigate her complaint. 

The complainant attended our private hearing in her 
city and she requested that we reconsider our position in 
this matter and reopen our investigation. She now wished 
our Office to ascertain if the Ministry of Health had been 
in any way responsible for the construction delay. 

Our Investigator spoke with orficials Gi *the principal | 
contracting firm, the Administrator of the hospital, officials 
of the sub-contractor for whom the complainant's company 
worked, the complainant's solicitor, solicitors for construction 
companies involved, and several Ministry officials. 

Our investigation revealed that the complainant had 
proceeded with the prosecution of a mechanic's lien action 
against the hospital, the general contractor and the sub- 
contractor. The action was settled for the sum of $14,995.11 
inclusive of costs. The complainant did not succeed in her 


claim of $21,348.99 for damages for delay. 
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Our investigation also revealed that in August, 1972 the 
complainant had submitted a tender for the insulation contract. 
She was subsequently awarded the contract, however, as a result 
of delays, her company was not able to complete the insulation 
pobeunti lune; 1975, “apparently through lattle or no fault 
of her company. 

In November, 1972 the Deputy Minister authorized the 
hospital to sign the contract with the general contractor 
POGeeiorscatt} OF Construction. 

The hospital signed the contract in December, and excava- 
tion of the site commenced shortly thereafter. It was 
ascertained that the Government of Ontario provided grants 
totalling $4.3 million of the overall approved costs of 
Seo - Me Lt Pon’. 

The Ministry contended that the delay from August, 1972, 
to December, 1972, was not attributable to the Ministry. The 
Ministry informed us that the usual routine on hospital 
construction projects is that on receipt and opening of tenders, 
there is a further review by architects of any alternate 
prices requested in the tender documents and if prices are 
higher than expected, possibly the deletion or substitution 
of certain building components. After this review is 
complete and the contract price is determined, the hospitals 
submit a report to the Ministry. This report is reviewed by 
Ministry staff and a brief prepared for an internal committee 
waireh recommends approval of grants. On ‘a major project, the 
committee's recommendation is referred to the Deputy Minister 
for has tinal approval. 

The NoSpital's report reached the Ministry of Health 
on September 12th and the Ministry of Health's brief was 
prepared on September 18th, 19725 sin the case of the hospital 
in question, there was an extra step involved as part of their 
Grane was to come LErom The Health Resources Development Plan 
witch 1s administered through a joint committee with the 


Minrstry of Colleges and Universities. 
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After meeting with the Deputy Minister of Colleges and 
Universities, the Deputy Minister of Health authorized the 
preparation of approval letters dated November Pag ey 7 AVS IERIE 

The Ministry, in response to our inquiry, indicated 
that the general contractor encountered delays during 
construction and this meant that there were other sub-contractors 
such as the complainant who had to wait some six to nine months 
before they could go on site. Our investigation revealed that 
the principal contractor spent the early part of 1973 remov- 
ing bedrock from the site which accounted for some Omerecne 
delay. 

We also noted from our discussions with the complainant's 
solicitor that her company had failed to protect itself in 
respect of delay claims contractually and it further failed 
to protect itself by proceeding to complete the work according 
to the lump sum contract when it had numerous opportunities 
to refuse to do the work when price increases became apparent. 
Unfortunately, the loss to the complainant's company had a 
direct detrimental effect on the complainant and her husband 
who had personally guaranteed the company's indebtedness to 
the bank. 

Having examined all the evidence we were of the Opinion ; 
that, while sympathetic with the difficult financial situation 
that the complainant found herself in as a Tesuly Opetie 
hospital contract, we could not find any evidence to support 
or suggest that the Ministry of Health was responsible for any 
undue delay in the completion of the complainant's company's 
contract or for any part of the loss which the complainant's 


company incurred. 


(67) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


During the Ombudsman's private hearings in a Northern 
Ontario town, this complainant inquired about the regulations 
governing O.H.1.P. coverage for dependents who are temporarily 


residing outside of Canada. He told our Director of Investi- 
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tions that in September or October, 1975, he submitted a bill 
for $78.49 incurred by his son at a hospital in Korea. The 
son is a Mormon Missionary who, after having spent over 20 
years in Canada, had left for the United States in May, 

1975 and in July, was posted to Korea. He was admitted 

to hospital in Korea in August, 1975, and discharged after 
onewdays “He was to return to Canada in April of 1977. 

In a letter dated October 9, 1975, O.H.I.P. advised the 
complainant that "because 0O.H.I.P. regulations state that 
residency must be established in Ontario before a person is 
eligible under the Plan, Canadian Missionaries on assignment 
outside Canada are not eligible for enrolment inO.H.I.P." 
Accordingly, the claim for $78.49 was rejected. 

Our Director of Research studied The Health Insurance Act 
of Ontario, as well as the Income Tax Act of Canada, since 
the test of who is taxable is also based on residency. 
Missionaries are not specifically considered in either 
Healtoyinsurance Act’ of Ontario? or in the Regulations, and 
he concluded that the claim of each missionary must be consider- 
ed on its own merits to determine whether the residency 
requirement is established. According to the complainant, 
his son had been sending income tax returns to the Federal 
Department of Revenue and, Since that Department was taxing him 
aS a resident, our Director of Research was of the view that 
the complainant's son should be dealt with consistently by 
both levels of government. 

Our Director of Research subsequently wrote to the 
Ministry's Enrolment Branch asking for clarification of the 
residency requirement. The Ministry replied that for purposes 
of enrolment in O.H.I.P., missionaries moving from one assign- 
ment to another outside Canada are considered to have a principal 
place of residence other than in Ontario. Thus, the Plan has 
established a policy that a missionary returning to Ontario 
must either return to Ontario to resume permanent full-time 
residence here or be on a furlough of six months duration or 
Hongemsto beveligible for enrolment in the Plan. 

tie Maye, 19/675 we intormed the Ministry of our intention 


to investigate this complaint. 
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Soon after Ministry officials contacted the complainant 
and, after an exchange of correspondence to obtain additional 
information, offered him a choice of arranging continuous 
coverage for his son or renewed coverage effective August l, 
1976. . The Ministry also agreed to pay the previously disputed 
claim. 


(68) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


A patient in the Oak Ridge Division of the Mental Health 
Centre at Penetanguishene objected to having 24 patients in 
one room, approximately 40 feet by 20 feet, who ate, slept and 
also used a chemical toilet in the same room. He felt that 
this was an unsanitary practice and would probably contravene 
health regulations. 

During a visit to Oak Ridge, our Investigator met with 
the complainant. He explained that he was then in a therapy 
program for about 20 psychotic patients which was located in 
one of the sun rooms - the large rooms which run along the ends 
of the ward blocks. He had no complaints about the program 
itself, only that two chemical toilets were in the room where 
the patients stayed together constantly (except when they 
left the room for three brief periods during the day). He 
pointed out that as all meals were served in the sun room as 
well, he felt the toilets could be removed at meal times. 

Our Investigator discussed this situation with the 
Administrator and the Assistant Director of Nursing who agreed 
to look into the matter. They pointed out, however, that 
the "psychotic sun room" never operated with a large number 
of patients, but usually accommodated eight or ten patients. 
More often than not, it functioned with only four or five 
patients at a time. There were no regular toilet facilities 
off the sun room area, and the two chemical toilets had been 
fastened to floor rings to eliminate the possibility of their 
being picked up, thrown or overturned. It would be a cumber- 
some process to move them in and out of the room, hospital 


officials said. 
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A letter of reply to an inquiry by our Investigator revealed 
that the chemical toilets were in fact being removed from the sun 
room area three times a day while meals were being served. 

In a letter to the complainant, we advised him that should 
he encounter a future problem relating to living conditions, he 
might consider bringing it to the attention of the Assistant 
Director of Nursing who had been particularly helpful in 
Gesolving hisiicomplaint. 

We subsequently learned that a flush toilet was to be 
installed in the sun room used for the psychotic patient 
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(69) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant was referred to our Office DY ai SeMa a! . 

The complaint concerned the treatment of the complainant's 
son, now deceased, at one of the Province's psychiatric 
hospitals. Approximately 3 months after the complainant's son 
was admitted to the hospital, he ran away from the hospital 
and committed suicide. The complainant alleged that his son 
had left the hospital unnoticed and that the hospital staff 
should have been watching him more closely. He also said that 
he believed that his son's doctor wanted to harm him personally 
by encouraging his son to go home on occasion, knowing that the 
son was a danger to himself and his parents. . 

It was his. opinion that his son should have been kept in 
hospital in his pyjamas, and given Electro-Convulsive Therapy 
(E.C.T.). Instead, he said his son had been allowed to keep 
his own clothes and to leave the hospital and he was not given 
Bie Corea 

During our investigation, an exhaustive review of the 
patient's hospital file was made and numerous hospital 
personnel were interviewed. 

Interviews were also conducted with a psychiatrist from 
QAnoener psychiatric tacility, a coroner, a police seargent 


and a relative of the complainant. In addition, several 
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interviews were held with the complainant. 

Our investigation revealed that there was no evidence to 
support the complainant's allegations that his son's doctor 
wanted to harm him personally, or that his son was ever 
encouraged to go home, either by the doctor or any other staff 
member. His son was allowed to go home on a pass only once, 
and the complainant agreed to the issuing of the pass. 

The son's treatment was administered by the multi- 
disciplinary team system and was based on the clinical judgment 
of the professional staff. Because his condition fluctuated, 
he was sometimes kept in pyjamas and sometimes allowed to 
wear his own clothes. His level of privileges included 
constant observation, close observation or escorted 
' privileges. There was no evidence to show that he was 
ever allowed to leave the hospital unescorted. E.C.T. was 
not given as he was considered competent to decide about 
treatment and had refused it. 

On the day of his suicide, he was on the level of 
escorted privileges. He was also on an unstructured program 
since he had refused to co-operate in the structured one. 

We determined that the treatment the son had received 
was appropriate to his mental status as assessed by the 
professional staff. Furthermore, as there was no evidence 
to indicate that the son was ever encouraged to go home or 
leave the hospital unescorted, we determined that the 
complainant's allegations against the doctor and the hospital 
could not be substantiated. 

However, we made a recommendation to the Ministry that the 
level of "escorted privileges" be reviewed by the hospital 
to determine what measures could be taken to ensure that a 
patient on escorted privileges does not leave the hospital 
unattended and to ensure that the patient's whereabouts are 
known by the staff at all times, particularly if the patient 
is not on a structured program. 

In January, 1977, the Deputy Minister advised us that he 
had asked the Ministry officials to address themselves to 
our recommendation. Two weeks later the Deputy Minister told 


us that the hospital was reviewing the level of privileges 
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provided to patients and, when the appropriate mechanism had 
been developed and implemented, he would contact us again 
Outlining the specifics of the hospital's Supervision program. 
However, the Deputy Minister indicated that implementation 

of the program would present some difficulties. 

"AS an example, there are approximately 90 
entrances from the in-patient areas of the 
hospital and supervision of this number of 
entrances, aS a means of egress is extremely 
difficult on a continuing and constant basis, 
without excessive staff expenditures." 

Based on that comment we made inquiries regarding the 
difficulty raised by the Deputy Minister. Our Investigator 
visited the hospital and spoke with the Administrator and 
two other hospital personnel. 

We wlearned that in addition FoLtne point, raised by the 
Deputy Minister, the supervision of the entrances was further 
complicated by the fact that there is a tunnel connecting 
the various buildings on the hospital grounds and that 
patients can exit from anywhere. Not all the entrances were 
unlocked, but, they could potentially be unlocked and one of 
the difficulties lay with the variety of keys in use. Each 
‘staff member was provided with a set of three keys - a main 
key which opened most doors, a fire door key, and a "bit key". 
There were only six or eight doors in the hospital with old 
locks which could be opened by a "bit key". We also learned 
that the key problem was related to the fact that, on 
occasion, keys were lost and staff members did not always 
report such losses. 

We then wrote to the Administrator in March, 1977, 
and drew his attention to our findings and suggested that 
perhaps the staff should be asked to return their keys 
when they left on vacation and sign for them upon their 
return from vacation as it appeared to us that the staff 
required closer supervision over their use of the keys. In 
addition we asked the Administrator to comment on whether 
the old locks could be replaced thereby eliminating the need 


Pom miekeyS “Or, if tt was possible to restrict the number 


of staff members carrying such keys. 
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A few days later, the Administrator, replied saying: 


"T have for reply your letter...which was piel 
connection with concerns for the supervision 
of patients at this facility, with respect to 
the number of entrances to the in-patient 
area. 


The suggestions you have made are well taken 
and I wish to advise you that the old locks 
are in the process of being replaced, thus 
eliminating the need for "bit keys" on access 
doors. 


I would further advise that steps have been 
taken to set up a system, whereby, all issued 
keys will be mustarded on a frequent and regular 
basis. 


The work and new procedures outlined in the 
foregoing will, I am sure, ameliorate the 
problem." 


(C70) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


A University student wrote to us concerning a misunder- 
standing he was having with O.H.1I.P. The complainant felt 
that O.H.1I.P. owed him a reimbursement under Orne lees 
Premium Assistance Program. 

The complainant said that he had written to O.H Sie? .-on 
two occasions but had not received a reply. He asked us if we 
could clarify the situation. 

Our Investigator contacted the Executive Assistant to 
the General Manager of O.H.I.P. The matter was quickly 
referred to 0.H.I.P.'s Inquiry Services section which wrote 
to the complainant stating that it had no record of his applica- 
tion for premium assistance. O.H.1I.P. also sent the 
complainant the proper forms to complete for premium assistance. 


The student subsequently received premium assistance. 
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(<Jals) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant, a 36 year old Hungarian doctor, who 
fled his country in 1974, was referred to our office by a member 
of the Legislature. 

The complainant felt that he had been unjustly dismissed 
from his position as a medical consultant (Physician 5) with 
the Ministry's Environmental Health Branch at a salary of 
$26,670 a year. The complainant contended that his dismissal 
was the result of a controversial report he had written. The 
complainant's dismissal was the subject of discussion in the 
Legislature in April, 1976. 

We began our investigation into the complainant's allega- 
tion immediately upon receipt of his complaint. However, as 
our investigation proceeded the complainant reapplied to the 
Public Service Grievance Board which held a hearing in 
October, 1976. The Board had previously declined to hear 
his grievance. We decided that we would postpone releasing 
Our report to the complainant until after the Board had 
rendered its decision. 

In November, 1976, the Public Service Grievance Board 
released a ten page report of the complainant's hearing which 
was held for "dismissal without just cause". The final two 
paragraphs of the Board's report stated: 


"The Board heard no evidence to support the 
charge of coercion (by the Ministry). 
Moreover, it found the preliminary 
objection (by the Ministry) to be valid 
on the basis put forward and recounted at 
the beginning of this award. The Board 
therefore finds that it lacks jurisdic- 
tion and so dismisses the grievance." 


(The Ministry protested that the Board lacked jurisdiction 
for three reasons, the main one being that the complainant 
had submitted an unequivocal written resignation dated March 
19, 1976, to become effective April 30, 1976 and thus had 


ceased to be a Public Servant). 
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The complainant's Curriculum Vitae, which he sent to us 
with numerous other documents pertaining to his complaint, 
outlined his reason for leaving Hungary by stating, in 
part: 


"Meanwhile due to pressure from high ranking 
political officials, the Hungarian authorities 
pressed criminal charges against him because 
several of his latest publications contained 
'disturbing' contents and because allegedly 
these disturbing publications were alleged to 
have been published through the 'collusion' 
of the responsible publishers or (the com- 
plainant). Although the lower court con- 
demned him, he was ‘'exonerated' and 
"rehabilitated" by the higher scourt. (Since, 
however, the state apparatus sabotaged the 
realization of the judgment of the higher 
court, (the complainant) was obliged to 
flee to Vienna. Through the intervention of 
a UNO Agency, the Federal Government brought 
(the complainant) to Canada." 


During most of 1976, our Investigator maintained close 
contact with the complainant and our Investigator interviewed 
more than 15 Ministry employees, the majority of whom were former ~ 
associates or colleagues of the complainant. Numerous additional 
inquiries were also made with individuals not connected with the 
Ministry. 

Our investigation revealed that the complainant was offered 
a position as a "Medical Consultant, Environmental Health, 
(Physician 5)” onvdily 9) 19755" “Oneror the prerequisites of 
a Physician 5 is "a licence to practise medicine in Ontario". 

A letter of proposed employment from the Ministry to the com- 
plainant dated July 9, 1975, stated: 


"Because you are not yet registered with the 
Ontario Medical Association your appointment 
would be on a provisional basis until you are 
registered... 2£ you accept this offer: yourwiit 
be appointed to the probationary staff of the 
Classified Civil Service. The probationary 
period is one year." 


Seven months later, on February 9, 1976, the Ministry 


wrote the complainant, saying: 
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"We wish to correct an error in our letter 

of July 9, 1975, in which we offered you 
employment. We incorrectly stated that 

your appointment would be on a provisional 
basis until you 'registered with the Ontario 
Medical Association'. We should have stated 
‘registration with the College of Physicians 
and Surgeons of Ontario'. We bring this 
error to your attention so that you may seek 
counsel from your Supervisor and expedite 
your registration and removal from pro- 
Vistonal=sitatus. | 


Our investigation revealed that a month later, by a memo- 
randum dated March 19, 1976, the complainant advised the 
Minvstrveorshisistatus by stating in part: 


"I have been aware that I was not eligible 
for a licence according to the December 1, 
1975 revision of the regulations of the 
College, as I have not yet completed an 
intership or residency program approved 
by the College." 


The complainant told us he estimated it would take him 
Several years Of study in order for him to receive a licence 
to practise medicine in Ontario. 

On March 22, 1976, the Ministry replied to the com- 
“adiadannerane 160; Shae eote ys Mie jerk aay 


"As discussed, our medical consultant and 
other physician positions require a licence 
COlpractise medicine an Ontario. In. special 
Situations, however, the College may evaluate 
the candidate's qualificationa and grant 
registration on their special register. 
Apparently they consider you ineligible. 

We regret that we must, therefore consider 
you not qualified for any position in the 
Public Service. We understand that further 
discussion and explanation is taking place 
between yourself and your supervisor on the 
steps which we are now obliged to take." 


OneMarchw 19, 319767 three’ days prior to *the Ministry's 
letter, the complainant submitted his resignation to his 
Supervisor, stating that he had been awarded a United 
States Government grant to pursue studies in Toxicology 


leAcing .co.a, Post Graduate degres. The complainant had 


asked to be relieved of his position effective April 30, 1976. 
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His employment with the Ministry ceased immediately; however 
the Ministry paid his salary until April 30, 1976, as the 
complainant had requested. 

During the course of our investigation into the various 
allegations made by the complainant, he brought to our 
attention a document dated March 2, 1976 which appointed him 
as an Inspector under ‘The Public Health Act for a period 
of one year effective February 28, 1976. 

The complainant felt that this document guaranteed his 
future employment for at least another year. Our Investigator 
determined that a similar document had been given to all of the 
complainant's former colleagues and that its purpose was to 
serve mainly as a form of identification. In the complainant's 
former Branch alone, 38 other Ministry employees received the 
same document which gave them the authority to inspect 
industrial establishments, in the course of their duties 
under The Public Health Act. 

We also reviewed two Assessment Reports written by 
the complainant's Supervisor and one by the Acting Director 
of the complainant's Branch. 

The second and third assessments revealed that they did 
not consider the complainant to be making satisfactory progress 
while employed as a medical consultant. It was also brought 
to our attention that the Ministry considered both the 
complainant's written and verbal English to berotten iti cule 
to understand. His written "controversial" report of March) 3, 
1976, confirmed his difficulties in expressing himself in a 
satisfactory manner. 

This report was the reason the complainant felt he had 
been unjustly dismissed. The complainant stated to our 
investigator that this report was only a draft; however, 
having reviewed numerous other documents relating to the 
complainant, we felt that the Ministry's criticism concerning 
his writing ability was not without foundation. 

Our investigation also revealed a memo written on March 
15, 1976, from the Acting Director of the complainant's Branch 
to his supervisor which dealt with the complainant's qualifi- 


cations and his job performance. The memo stated in part: 
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"His claimed Hungarian qualifications 
include degrees in medicine and law and 
Specialist Qualifications in Criminal 
Psychology, Public Health and Social 
Medicine, Scientific Research, Forensic 
Medicine, Gynaecology and Pathology. 
From the work which he has done in this 
Branen, it 16 a0 trvcult to believe that 
he could have such a rich educational 
background. 


"Having been given relatively straight 
forward topics to research in current 
literature he has responded either 

(1) by producing a simple bibliography 
without any indication that he had read 
or understood the material or (2) pro- 
duced a list of disconnected statements 
which were only peripherally related to 
his topic and which gave no indication 
OL logical chinking by the author." 


Before finalizing our investigation, we requested that 
the Deputy Minister outline the Ministry's position. The 
Deputy Minister, responded by saying in part: 


"Further to the inquiries which have 
been made regarding (the complainant) 
you suggested it would be helpful if 
this Ministry would formally state its 
position in connection with the termin- 
ation of this gentleman's services. 


"Whatever other arguments may be pre- 
sented, the fact of the matter is that 

(the complainant's) appointment was made 
conditional on his ability to obtain the 
necessary qualifications to practise 
medicine in the Province of Ontario. He 
was not able to obtain the required licence 
and without this condition being met the 
appointment could not be sustained. 


"We believe that the Ministry displayed an 
unusual degree of patience in awaiting ful- 
filiment of ehis impontant condition, but 
as it failed to be met there was no alter— 
native to the separation. 


In February, 1977, we advised the complainant of the 
result of our investigation, including inquiries made on his 


behalf by our Investigator in an effort to assist him in 


finding gainful employment. 
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We decided that the primary reason the complainant's 
resignation was sought was because of his inability to become 
licenced by the Ontario College of Physicians and Surgeons and 
that his requested resignation was not based on the findings 
of his so-called "controversial report" which was made at ap- 
proximately the same time. 

We concluded our report to the complainant by stating 
that we could not accept his suggestion that he had been 


dealt with unfairly or unreasonably by the Ministry. 


(72) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant, on behalf of her husband, contacted us 
with a complaint against O.H4l.P. ,, which shad trefusecdsto,pre— 
authorize payment for extraction of fourteen of the complainant's 
husband's teeth. 

The complainant indicated that her husband had recently 
had his teeth removed in hospital and that they were facing 
a large smedical, billing) She andicated that they were noc satise 
fied with the Ministry's» refusal, to grant authorization onjthe grounds 

that O.H.I.P. did not feel the operation was a "medical 
necessity". 

Our Investigator gathered additional documentation con- 
cerning the complainant's problem and a review of the applicable 
legislation indicated that there was an appeal procedure avail- 
able to the complainant's husband pursuant to Section 23(1) of 
The Health Insurance Act which states: 

"Where there is a dispute regarding a 

decision by the General Manager that an 

insured person is not entitled to an 

insured service in a hospital, or a 

health facility because such service is 

not medically necessary, the General 

Manager upon receiving notice of such 


dispute shall refer the matter to the 
Medical Eligibility Committee. = 


We therefore advised the complainant that this aspect of 
her problem was premature and that she should request that the 


matter be referred to the Medical Eligibility Committee. The 
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complainant however, wished us to look into why the Ministry 
had not advised her husband that there was an appeal proce- 
dure available. 

The Ministry responded to our letter of inquiry by stating 
in@par ti: 


"The purpose of the recent amendment to 

the Dental Benefit was to exclude extractions 
except in those situations in which two or 
more quadrants of the mouth are involved. 


"The Minister did agree, however, that an 
appeal to the General Manager could be made 
for acceptance of extractions when it was 
agreed that the current state of health was 
such that for medical reasons hospitalization 
was mandatory. 


ihercase).Ofe(the complainant) was fully re- 
viewed by our professional staff and in their 
Opinion hospitalization was not required. We 
note that (the complainant) wishes to appeal 
this decision. We are therfore referring his 
mMatter.to the Medical Eligibility Committee 
for consideration at their next meeting." 


After the Medical Elibility Committee had reviewed the 
files it made a recommendation that no decision could be 
made until such time as medical evidence, such as chest x-rays 
and a chest consultation, concerning her husband's health, had 
been presented. 

Our Investigator met with O.H.I.P.'s Director of Professional 
Services Monitoring Branch during which time the complainant's 
file was reviewed. The Director explained that the denial of 
preauthorization was based on the fact that O.H.I.P. officials 
did not consider the documentation sent by the complainant's 
dentist and physician to be sufficient to indicate that the 
extraction of teeth in a hospital setting was a "medical 
necessity". 

We were provided with copies of O.H.I.P. Bulletins dated 
Mavyeusedune afl wand November) 2, !976, which: were sentetorall 
dentists in the Province and which explained the subject of 
Predutnociccitton. eO-n, lL... ,OLticid ls explained torus that pre- 
authorization approvals are assessed by medical consultants in 


conjunction with the advice of a dental consultant and if there 


="60907 = 


are any particularly questionable applications, they are re- 
ferred to the Director of Professional Services 
Branch. 

Further inquiries by our Investigator revealed that the 
complainant's medical bill for her husband had been paid through 
the hospital when he was admitted in July, 1976, under itheycon—* 
plainant's O.H.I.P. number, which was registered in her maiden 
name. 

Further contact with the complainant revealed that she 
had not received the letter from the Medical Eligibility Committee 
instructing her to provide additional information pertaining 
to her husband's state of health, and we then provided her with 
a copy of the Ministry's letter. Our Investigator also ascer- 
tained that the complainant's husband was no longer living with 
the complainant and that she did not know where he could be 
contacted. 

She indicated however, that as a matter of principle, she 
intended to provide the Committee with the information they 
had requested. 

The General Manager of O.H.I.P. subsequently wrote to us 
and Said, in part: 


Scooters a referral is normally made to the 
Medical Eligibility Committee on receipt 

of a written notice of dispute of our 
decision by the patient. Although I 

didn't receive such a notice I was aware 

of the concern, and under the circumstances 
took the liberty of forwarding the file to 
the Committee for review. 


"As a matter of interest, there waS a 
significant volume of requests for 

coverage by dentists at the time of the 
amendment in our legislation relating to 
Dental Benefits, and some uncertainty by 
the dental profession as to the Medical 
Requirements for coverage. During this 
period in all cases when requests were 
questioned we have them separately re- 
viewed by professional staff at our Head 
Office. Since then, the dentists have more 
definite criteria which has eliminated many 
of the requests." 
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We decided to terminate our investigation into the matter 
prior to the final decision by the Medical Eligibility 
Committee and we informed the complainant that the Ministry's 
actions appeared to us to have been proper and that we could 
find no evidence to indicate that the complainant had been 


dealt with unfairly or unreasonably. 


(as) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant was experiencing a problem collecting money 
from 0.H.I.P. for an operation she had undergone in Los Angeles, 
Calivrornia. 

The complainant was satisfied with O.H.I.P.'s 75% coverage 
of her hospital costs; however, of the $7,000 remaining in sur- 
Ol1Galy costs, O-Hul.P. had» to date paid only $1,000). The com— 
plainant had made several attempts, without success, to try to 
resolve this problemswilth O-H tse. 

, Our Investigator met with officials of the Ministry's 
Medical Claims Services Department at which time a thorough 
examination of the complainant's file was conducted. A step- 
by-step calculation of the fees charged by the doctors and 
the fees allowed in accordance with the Ontario Medical 
Association Fee Schedule revealed no evidence that the Ministry 
had in any way acted unfairly in their determination of the 
complainant's surgical expenses. It was determined that the 
Medical Claims Services Branch had acted in accordance with 
Regulation 323/72 under The Health Insurance Act, 1972, 
section 53(1)(b), in that O.H.I.P. payments for medical expenses 
are based on 90% of the O.M.A. Fee Schedule. 

However, aS a result of a medical report submitted by 
the complainant, it appeared to our Investigator that the 
operation might be considered an emergency and, therefore, 
the complainant would be eligible for 100% coverage of 
hospital costs rather than 75% coverage. This finding was 
proughtetOntie.attentlon. Of Oftictals or the: Hospital Claims 


Services Branch, who informed our Investigator that they did 
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not have a copy of the medical report on file but that they 
would obtain one and re-assess the hospital claim. 

Upon re-assessment of the complainant's hospital claim, 
the officials agreed that she was eligible for 100% coverage 


of her hospital costs and that a cheque for $2,076.85 
would be sent to her. 


(74) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant wrote to us requesting our assistance 
with respect to his involuntary committal to a psychiatric 
hospital, his treatment there and problems involving his access 
to his daughter. 

The complainant stated that he had attempted to remove his 
daughter from a public hospital, after a doctor at the hospital, 
whom he saw only once,approved his transfer to a psychiatric 
hospital under involuntary certification. The complainant 
also said, that the staff at the psychiatric hospital would 
not release him when the involuntary certificate had expired, 
and that the staff opened his mail and would not allow him to 
make a phone call. In addition, he alleged that a Children's 
Aid Society Worker would not inform him as to how his daughter 
was. 

We determined that the complaints against the Children's 
Aid Society and the doctor fell outside our PULTsSOLet LO. 

With respect to those two complaints, we referred the complainant 
to the Children's Services Branch of the Ministry of Community 
and Social Services and to the Complaint Department of the 
College and Physicians and Surgeons. 

Our investigator then contacted the Administrator ope 
the psychiatric hospital and the complainant's attending 
physician regarding his treatment at the hospital. We learned 
that the complainant was no longer in hospital, having been 
discharged at the expiration of his involuntary certitication. 
Our Investigator raised the question of the complainant's 


phone calls and mail and was told that there was no evidence 
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to indicate that restrictions were placed on his telephone 
privileges. However, the records did show that on one occasion 
he attempted to place a long distance call. It was pointed 

out that local phone calls are allowed because there is no 
charge for them, but that special arrangements must be 

made for long distance calls. 

According to Section 19 of The Mental Health Act, the 
Officer in Charge, or any person acting under his authority, 
can examine the contents of a communication written by a 
patient and withhold the delivery of such communication where 
the Officer in Charge, or the person acting under his authority, 
has reasonable and probable cause to believe that the contents 
of the correspondence could prejudice the best interest of 
the patient. | 

In our contact with the attending physician, she said 
that she opened the complainant's letter "to protect his best 
interests". She was concerned because at the time, the 
patient was fighting for custody of his daughter and was writing 
letters daily to several people. She also said that she had 
explained to the complainant her reason for opening his 
letters, which had been mailed after she had read them. 

An attempt to contact the complainant to advise him of 
the results of our investigation was unsuccessful. Our letter 
to him was returned to our office and we were unable to 
determine his whereabouts. The complainant had not, as of 


this report, contacted us again. 


(>) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant attended our private hearings in a Northern 
Ontario town and said that he had inadvertently overpayed $250 
for O.H.I.P. coverage and was unable to obtain assistance from 
anyone to recover the money. 

Until May, 1975, the complainant and his wife both worked 
in a paperproducts company. He was then able to obtain employ- 


ment in another firm and that firm automatically began 
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MakingsOvHwi. Py deductions. He was not aware that he was also 
being covered by deductions from his wife's pay cheque until 
there was a strike at his firm which lasted for five months. 
In making inquiries as to what precautions he might take to 
protect himself and his family against the possibility of 
medical expenses during the strike, he discovered that he 

was being covered through his wife's plan. 

When the strike ended, his employer notified him that the 
company had maintained the O.H.I.P. coverage for the men on 
strike and he owed the firm $132. 

Although he notified the two employers concerning the 
double coverage as well as the Ministry's district office in 
Thunder Bay, his problem was not resolved. 

Our Investigator contacted 0O.H.I.P.'s central records 
office and requested confirmation that the alleged overpayments 
had been made. An official confirmed that there had been, 
in fact, an overpayment for 13 months. We were advised that 
the complainant would be reimbursed. 

Our Investigator contacted the complainant a few weeks 
later and he confirmed that he had been reimbursed $306. 


(7G) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant sought our help regarding his confinement 
and treatment in a psychiatric hospital in early 1976. The 
complainant felt that his confinement was unjust and that the 
treatment he received was detrimental to his health. 

The complainant told us that he threw a mug against a 
wall at home one night out of frustration. At his family's 
request, two staff members from the psychiatric hospital's 
crisis intervention team came to see him and wanted him to go 
toa “hospital, but he refused.” “A short” timeriater, ethe police 
arrived and escorted him to a hospital. Once at the hospiseal, 
he was placed in pyjamas and given medication by injection. 

He felt "that the medication wad too. strong randswaseatraird 


that he would stop breathing. He found out that he would not 
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get his clothes back for one week and he stated that he did 
not leave the ward for three weeks and did not leave the 
hospital for two and a half months. 

Since his discharge, he had written to various people 
about his confinement and had also spoken to a lawyer, but 
he had received no positive response. 

After a careful review of the complainant's hospital file 
and contact with Ministry officials we learned that the 
complainant was admitted to the hospital under involuntary 
certification, having been diagnosed as suffering from a 
psychotic illness, characterized by increased aggressiveness 
at home. He had refused to go to hospital voluntarily. On 
admission to the hospital, he was placed in pyjamas because 
he was extremely upset and unco-operative and had refused to do 
so himself. He was also given medication by injection to modify 
his verbal and physical aggressive behaviour towards hospital 
Stati 

The information in his file also revealed that he remained 
on the ward for one week under close observation but that his 
clothes were returned to him within two days of his admission. 
One week after his admission, he was allowed off the ward 
when accompanied by staff. About a week and a half after 
his admission, he ran away from hospital and was brought back 
by the police the following day. Two weeks after his admission, 
his privileges were increased to a level which allowed him to 
go off the ward unaccompanied. Approximately two and a half 
weeks after his admission, he was granted a pass to go home 
for the day but at about the same time he ran away from the 
hospital again and was returned a week later. 

His mental state was then reviewed, and he was assessed 
as no longer requiring hospitalization in the interest of 
his own safety and the safety of others. His involuntary 
patient status was therefore cancelled. The staff had hoped 
that he would co-operate and stay longer in the ward but he 
was discharged one month after his admission mainly because 
he persisted in requesting a discharge and also because he was 


unwilling to co-operate in the treatment program. He was 
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referred to the hospital's out-patient department for ollow—up, 
but the staff had only had one contact with him and he 
persisted in refusing to take medication. He was terminated 
aS an out-patient about a month following His discharge. 

As a result of our investigation, we determined that 
the complainant's admission to hospital was carried out in 
accordance with The Mental Health Act and that his allega- 
tions regarding his mistreatment at the hospital could not 


be substantiated. 


Cae \SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant wrote to us on behalf of his daughter 
concerning a problem he was having with O.H.I.P. regarding 
payment of a medical bill incurred by his daughter two years 
earlier while she was in Florida. 

The complainant had incurred some difficulty in getting 
O.H.I.P. to pay for medical expenses totalling $58.50 for use 
of an emergency room, fee for a physician and laboratory 
charges. He asked us to make inquiries with O.H.I.P. to have 
this bill para. 

Our Investigator met with the Executive Assistant to the 
General Manager of O.H.I.P. and learned that O.H.I.P. was not 
aware of the complainant's problem. 

The Manager of Hospital Claims tor O-H.1.P. contacted 
our Investigator who put him in contact with the complainant 
and shortly thereafter the Ministry paid the complainant 
$45.15. 


8) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was sent to us by a French-speaking resident 


of Northern Ontario. 
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The complainant's 54 year old husband had suffered a heart 
attack in April, 1975, which resulted in paralysis of his right 
Side. In addition, he was unable to speak. 

Originally, he was transferred from Iroquois Falls to 
the intensive care unit of a hospital in Timmins, but after his 
return home, his doctor suggested that he should have further 
Ereatmentt “for hus coronary condition as well as additional 
physiotherapy and speech therapy. 

Such medical services were not available in Troquois 
Falls, and the doctor recommended that the patient be 
transferred to Toronto as soon as a bed became available 
there. 

His family, however, felt that he should be sent to 
Montreal where he not only had relatives but also where he 
would be assured of medical treatment from French-speaking 
doctors and nurses. | 

The Ministry, through 0O.H.I.P., was requested to supply 
ambulance service to transfer the patient to Rouyn, Quebec, 
from where he was to be flown to Montreal. 

O.H.I.P. refused the request, and the family was forced 
EOuCatL Ty meEneypatlentein) a»car tO, ROouyn. 

Upon arrival in Montreal, the man was taken by ambulance 
from the airport to a hospital. The ambulance cost the family 
$60. and they requested our assistance in obtaining reimburse- 


mene. 
OUMeDi rector sor Rural, Agricultural and Municipal 


Services investigated the case and during his investigation, 

he contacted the man's doctor. The doctor pointed out that had 
his patient been transferred to Toronto as he originally suggest- 
ed, the Ministry would have automatically paid for ambulance 
sercices, but the man did not speak or understand English and 

it was therefore more sensible to provide him with- speech 

therapy in a French-speaking environment. 

The doctor felt that his patient had been given a "raw 
dealevby O.H.1.P., and said the man's family should be re- 
imbursed for the $60 ambulance cost. 

We then contacted O.H.I.P. officials who said that, based 
on the doctor's assessment, they would pay 75% of the ambulance 


COsts:. 
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79) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


On March 28, 1977, a member of the Legislature contacted 
our office concerning a complaint he had received from a con- 
stituent regarding a patient at a Toronto Psychiatric Hospital. 
Apparently, the patient was attempting to leave the hospital 
but was being prevented from doing so. 

Our Investigator immediately visited the patient at 
the hospital, and he confirmed that he felt he did not 
require hospitalization or treatment and wished to leave. 

He said that he had been in hospital in Montreal for 
treatment after a fall and that he had been visiting his 
mother in Toronto. While there, he said, the Montreal hospital 
contacted her by telegram and telephone to intorm ner that 
the complainant had left the hospital without permission. He 
told his mother to ignore the messages, however. 

A few days later, two other relatives and two policemen 
arrived at his mother's apartment and he was taken against 
his will to a hospital for examination. After that examina- 
tion, he was transferred to the psychiatric ‘facility. 

He understood that he was an involuntary patient, and 
also knew of his legal rights with regard to his involuntary 
certification. He said he would agree to an independent 
psychiatric assessment of his mental state if it was necessary 
for our investigation, but added that he would not want the 
assessment to conclude that he should remain at the hospital. 

Our Investigator then interviewed the complainant's 
psychiatrist, who said the man had been admitted as an 
involuntary patient because he was threatening his family and 
also because of his suicidal tendencies. 

The man's mother had telephoned the hospital four times 
since his admission asking that she be notified immediately 
if and when the hospital decided to release him. 

The doctor said the man had not been a management 
problem in the Special Observation Unit, but added that he was 
not prepared to de-certify the man because of his suicidal 
tendencies, his psychotic nature, his unpredictable behaviour, 


and his mother's concern. 
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The doctor also said that the man had been admitted to 
the Montreal hospital for having attempted to commit suicide 
Dyeunpingesromethe roof Of a buidding but that he had left 
the. hospital « . 

Our Investigator then met with the hospital administrator 
who said he was unaware of the patient's desire to leave. He 
said that when he hears of such cases, he usually requests a 
Review Board hearing under The Mental Health Act, and told 
us that he would do so in the complainant's case. 

Since there existed an appeal procedure for the 
complainant that was still to be exercised, we concluded that, 
under The Ombudsman Act, 1975, we were precluded from carrying 
out a full investigation. Our Investigator spoke with the 
complainant and informed him that a review hearing to determine 
whether he should be decertified as an involuntary patient was 
being arranged. The Mz.P2P. was also notified of our 
findings. 

A few days later, the complainant informed us that he 
had been released into his mother's custody on the understand- 


ing that he would take his medication and control his behaviour. 
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(80) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant in this case purchased a home in the 
summer Of 1973 from the, Ontario Housing Corporation. At 
the time of purchase, erditen had agreed to do repairs as 
itemized by an Inspector, but the complainant indicated 
that although some of the repairs were done, the majority 
were not. He was particularly anxious that his roof be 
repaired as it leaked in several places. 

Discussions between our Investigator and representatives 
of the Ministry revealed that the problem was a lack of 
communication and co-operation between the contractor and 
the complainant. A meeting was held between the complain- 
ant and representatives from the O.H.C. and the Corporation 
agreed that the complainant had a legitimate complaint. 

The complainant subsequently contacted our Office and 
informed us that the work agreed upon had been completed 


and that the Corporation had fulfilled all of its obligations. 


(81) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant was referred to our Office by an 
MP. .,.0n behalf of one of his constituents. 

The complainant had applied for a grant under the 
Ontario Home Renewal Program. The complainant's house had 
burned down and she had purchased a new house which was 
moved to her lot, but as a result of a dispute with the 
constractor, the house had not been placed on its foundation. 
The municipality would not grant approval for the complainant 
to hook up water and hydro services until her house was 
placed on its proper foundation and the complainant could 
not afford to place the house on its foundation without a 
grant under the Home Renewal Program. She was, however, 
deemed ineligible for a grant under the Program, because 


she did not meet the occupancy requirement. 
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Our Investigator met with the Manager of Program 
Operations, Community Renewal Branch of the Ministry and 
was informed that according to Ontario Regulation 688/74 
passed under The Housing Development Act, "dwelling unit" 
means a self-contained unit occupied as a principal residence 
by a family. Since the complainant did not occupy her 
home, she was not eligible for the grant. 

We felt that while the Act and Regulation pertaining 
to this program worked a fair and just result in most cases, 
the strict application of the Regulation in the complainant's 
Situation was oppressive. . 

After our investigation was completed, we recommended 
to the Minister that on the special facts of this case, he 
‘should advise the officials of the municipality responsible 
for administering the grant program that they forego the 
occupancy requirement in the complainant's case. 

The Minister replied that the complainant's case had 
been reviewed and it had been concluded that an O.H.R.P. 
loan was not appropriate. Moreover, he expressed the concern 
that it would be most irresponsible for the Ministry to 
compel a participating municipality to contravene a 
provincially-created Regulation. 

We addressed ourselves to the concerns expressed in the 
Minister's letter and stated that we appreciated his position 
and understood his reluctance to encourage the contravention 
of a provincially-created Regulation by a participating 
municipality by suggesting an exemption to the occupancy 
requirement in the complainant's case. We noted that no 
discretionary power existed in the Regulation to allow the 
Minister or a municipality to exercise a waiver in any 
circumstances. Although the municipality had acted correctly 
in making its decision to strictly comply with the reéquire- 
ments of the Regulation, we felt that this strict application 
of the Regulation had caused an oppressive result in the 
complainant's case. 

We, therefore, recommended to the Ministry that 


consideration be given to amending Regulation 688/74 to 
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provide the Minister with discretion to waive the strict 
compliance of a requirement of the Regulation in certain 
extraordinary circumstances. This Ministerial discretion 
would be exercised only upon the application by an owner 
to the Minister for such relief. 

In the alternative, we suggested that an amendment to 
Regulation 688/74 provide for such a discretion to be exer- 
cised by the municipality. This alternative proposal was 
made as a result of the Minister's concern that the Ontario 
Home Renewal Program was designed to provide for maximum 
municipal autonomy in decision making and minimum Provincial 
restrictions. 

We also recommended that if either amendment was made 
to the Regulation, the discretion be exercised in the 
complainant's favour. 

The Minister replied to our recommendation stating that 
it seemed to, have much merit and that the appropriate 
Ministry staff had been instructed to take a close look at 
the need for and feasibility of such an amendment. When 
his staff had completed their review, he said he would notify 
us of his decision. 

A report of the investigation, our recommendations and 
the Minister's response was made to the complainant and to 
thie MeP oP. 


(82) | SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The President of a local of the Canadian Union of 
Public Employees - the Provincial Union - on behalf of the 
complainant, sent a telegram to the Ombudsman requesting 
an investigation into the alleged abuse of government power 
by officials of the Ontario Housing Corporation concerning 
the complainant. The President of the Union local had made 
previous attempts to resolve the complainant's problem, 
but officials of the Ontario Housing Corporation would not 


accept his recommendations. 
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The complainant underwent an exploratory operation on 
a lung in early 1975. After a four month recuperative 
period, he attempted to return to work as a caretaker but 
was directed by officials.of the 0.H.C. to submit to a third 
medical examination which was to be performed by a doctor 
of the Health Services Branch of the Ministry, notwithstanding 
the fact that the complainant had already received two 
medical reports certifying that he was fit to return to work. 

According to the President of the Union local, this was 
an infringement of the complainant's rights because there 
was no clause in the existing agreement between the O.H.C. 
and C.U.P.E. which stated that an employee must submit to a 
medical examination performed by a doctor from the Health 
Services Branch. 

Our Investigator spoke with the President of the Union 
local who related that the complainant had modified his 
position and was willing to submit to another medical exam- 
ination by an independent physician. 

The Ministry's position was that the complainant 
Originally had resigned due to ill health and that since he 
was being considered for rehiring, the Ministry wanted him 
to submit to a medical examination py a doctor from the Health 
Services Branch. The complainant's representative said, 
however, that the complainant had not signed any documents 
stating that he resigned and it was the complainant's 
position that he had not resigned. 

At a later meeting, our Investigator met with several 
Ministry officials to discuss the main issues, which were: 

1) eDid*-the «complainant resign» anathe talleore1o7a2 

2) What requirements had to be met before the Ontario 

Housing Corporation would allow the complainant 
to return to work? 

3) If he was examined by a Ministry doctor and passed 

the examination, would he be paid from the fall of 
1975 or from the time of his return to work? 
With regard to issue #1, the Ministry's position was 


that the complainant had resigned in late 1975. He had 
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applied to the relevant insurance company and had indicated 
by written declaration that he was totally disabled and 
unfit for work. The complainant's position was that his 
application was not tantamount to a resignation. 

With respect to issue #2, the Ministry's position 
was that the complainant had to undergo a medical examination 
by a doctor from the Health Services Branch. If he passed 
the examination, he would be rehired immediately. 

Regarding issue #3, the Ministry said that the complain- 
ant would have to initiate the grievance mechanism to determine 
whether or not he would receive pay from the fall of 1975. 
fti*was the Ministry"s position that if he was rehired, he 
would not automatically receive back pay. This was 
apparently contrary to the complainant's understanding of 
thew Ministry "s position. 

We concluded that the complainant should undergo a 
medical examination by a doctor from the Health Services 
Branch on the understanding that if he passed this examination, 
he would be allowed to return to work immediately. We 
pointed out that since the complainant opposed receiving a 
"government" medical examination, we reached the conclusion 
with some reluctance and misgivings and solely on the basis 
of the special facts of the case. 

Shortly thereafter, the complainant underwent the 
Ministry-required medical examination which was unfavourable 
to him. 

ine ivont-or the doctors findings, the Ministry felt 
that the complainant would be unable to fulfill the physical 
requirements of his previous position and therefore offered 
him a disability pension. The complainant accepted his 


pension. 
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(83) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant, a resident of an Ontario Housing 
Corporation project contacted our Office with respect to 
a request for a transfer to another housing unit which had 
been denied. 

The 44 year old complainant, who is confined to a wheel- 
chair, said she wanted to live in an area where her relatives 
could give her assistance when she required it. 

Our Investigator learned that in 1971 and 1972 the 
complainant had lived in one project, which is considered 
to be the best in Toronto for her since it is an adult-only 
project and is equipped with wheelchair facilities. While 
living in this project, the complainant requested an 
apartment on the 25th floor, but shortly thereafter, requested 
a transfer to a lower floor in the same building due to 
the noise and her nerves. 

In June, 1973, she was transferred at her request to 
a senior citizens project in which she was living when she 
contacted us. Within a month, the complainant requested 
another transfer to a quieter building with good shopping 
facilities. She had requested a transfer to a project which 
does not have wheelchair facilities or better shopping. 

It appeared that the problem was that the complainant did 
not get along with the other tenants in the project in 
which she was living. The Ministry agreed to send a 
community worker to see the complainant and to determine 
what alternatives could be found. 

In November, 1976, a Ministry staff member drove the 
complainant to a number of projects in Toronto. Upon 
returning to her apartment, the complainant made it quite 
Clear that she did, not find any of the projects ske had 
visited suitable. However, she outlined what she expected 
in accommodation and what she would find acceptable: 

1) a bachelor or one bedroom apartment 

2) an apartment not higher than the 8th floor 


3) must have a balcony and face west 
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4) building close to shopping plaza so that taxi 

fare should not exceed one dollar 

DJ eeeOcationsot) building close to dndustrialyvand 

commercial firms as she may return to work 

6) building should have 24 hour security 

7) prefers adult building 

8) lobby should have furniture 

Oj Mcentral orsnorth central Location 

10) does not want 250 Davenport Road 

11) would consider senior citizens building 

12) does not want to locate near shopping plaza 
that has sidewalk displays of merchandize. 

Our investigation revealed that the specific type of 
accommodation that the complainant sought did not exist 
inithe)0O.H.C. inventory. After discussions with Ministry 
officials, we concluded that they had made every effort to 
try and assist the complainant, but unfortunately without 


success. 


(84) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant brought two problems to us concerning 
real estate development - the first dealt with the approval 
process for a plan of subdivision, which required an amendment 
to the ofticial plan of the Jocal municipality, and the 
second involved an attempt to receive a building permit from 
the Ministry in an area under development control. 

The complaint was referred to our Legal Directorate 
where it was ascertained that in the subdivision approval 
process one of the considerations that the Ministry must 
have regard to is whether the plan of subdivision - 
conformed to the official plan. 

Since in this case the plan of subdivision did not 
conform to the official plan, the complainant was referred 
to section 17(3) of The Planning Act which allows an individual 
to propose an amendment to the official plan and initiate 


that amendment to the local council. If the local 
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council refuses the amendment or fails to propose the amend- 
ment within 30 days, then the applicant may request the 
Minister to refer the matter to the Ontario Municipal Board. 

In our letter outlining these procedures to the 
complainant, we also noted that we needed additional information 
concerning his second complaint dealing with the issuance of 
a building permit and development control. 

As a result of that request, we were able to obtain 
the complainant's consent to contact his lawyer and in 
discussions with him it was ascertained that the proposed 
development was under a zoning order placed by the Minister. 
The applicant had applied to the Ministry for an exemption, 
but the Ministry had turned down that application. © 

With this information we contacted the Manager of the 
Development Control Section of the Ministry. It became 
apparent that a recent amendment to The Planning Act 
provided the complainant with a new avenue of appeal. 

An amendment to section 32 of The Planning Act and 
provided that an applicant might request the Minister to 
have the Ontario Municipal Board hold a hearing on an 
application for an exemption from a development freeze. 

The Ontario Municipal Board is required to hold the hearing 
and report the submissions and a recommendation to the 
Minister concerning the issuance of the exemption. There- 
after, the Minister considers the report of the Municipal 
Board “and then in"his discretion makes’ a-final “and 

binding decision. 

The complainant and his lawyer were advised of the 
recent amendment to The Planning Act and the availability 


of the new avenue of appeal. 


(85) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant in this case felt that she was unjustly 
denied a loan and grant under the Ontario Home Renewal 


Program. 
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We contacted officials of the municipality concerned 
and as a result of our contact, the complainant re-submitted 
her application under the 0O.H.R.P., and was given approval 
for the amount of $7,500,.the maximum allowable under this 
program, 

The municipality indicated that it had exhausted its 
funds for 1976-77, and that it appeared that the complainant 
would have to wait until the 1977-78, funds become available, 


approximately at the end of April, 1977. 


(86) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant feared eviction from her apartment for 
unpaid rent arrears. The complainant indicated that she 
did not agree with the calculation by O.H.C. as to the 
amount of rent Owing. The complainant informed our Office 
that she had been unemployed since April of 1976, and had 
been informed that December 31, 1976,was the deadline for 
recovery of the rent arrears. 

Our Investigator contacted the District Manager who 
stated that the complainant's rent had been constantly 
in arrears. The District Manager explained that they had 
been having problems getting the complainant to come in and 
make arrangements for repayment of the arrears. 

Our Investigator visited the complainant and after a 
lengthy discussion, the complainant acknowledged a debt of 
$379.00 being arrears of rent owing to the Ontario Housing 
Corporation. We, therefore, contacted the District Manager 
in order to keep the repayment schedule as minimal as possible 
in lichtof the: complainant's “unemployed status... A repay- 
ment schedule at a rate of $32.00 per month, in addition to 
the monthly rent payable, was agreed to by the complainant 


and the Ontario Housing Corporation. 
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(87) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


These complainants had complaints against the Ontario 
Mortgage Corporation, a real estate agent who had acted for 
them in the sale of their condominium ‘unit to a third party, 
and the Brampton welfare office. The complaints arose after 
the purchaser of the condominium unit, a welfare recipient, 
defaulted on payments due to the Ontario Mortgage Corporation 
under the first mortgage held by it. 

A member of our staff interviewed the complainants to 
clarify their complaints, and they were subsequently 
informed that we had no jurisdiction to deal with their 
complaints against the real estate agent and the Brampton 
welfare office. They were furnished with appropriate 
referrals for these non-jurisdictional complaints. 

The purchaser of the condominium unit had assumed the 
Ontario Mortgage Corporation's first mortgage and the 
complainants had taken back a second mortgage. The purchaser 
soon defaulted and the Ontario Mortgage Corporation took 
foreclosure proceedings. In the course of the proceedings, 
the Ontario Mortgage Corporation paid an outstanding Ontario 
Hydro: accountwof) 51702 00.9) fineorderstegacguinre,Ontarnto 
Mortgage Corporation's rights in the foreclosure proceedings, 
the complainants were required to pay the amount of the 
Ontario Hydro account. in addi tion tomthevarrears onthe 
mortgage. As well, another Ontario Hydro account of 
approximately $150.00 remained unpaid. 

The complainants contended that the Ontario Mortgage 
Corporation should have absorbed the entire Ontario Hydro 
account because it was unfair to hold them responsible for 
debts incurred by the purchaser. The complainants also 
contended that the Ontario Mortgage Corporation should have 
collected the Ontario Hydro account and the mortgage payments 
from the Brampton welfare office. 

Our legal officer reviewed the terms of the mortgage, 


and confirmed with the complainants" lawyer the sequence 
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of events. We determined that the Ontario Mortgage 
Corporation had paid the Ontario Hydro account pursuant to 
a clause contained in the mortgage, and in order to prevent 
Ontario Hydro from acquiring a lien on the condominium 
Unat, pursuant to: the provisions of The Public Utilities Act. 
In so doing, the complainants' interest as second mortgage 
had also been protected. 

We concluded that the Ontario Mortgage Corporation 
had acted in accordance with the terms of the mortgage and 
ordinary mortgage practice in paying the outstanding Ontario 
Hydro account, and that the amount paid was properly 
recovered from the complainants in the foreclosure proceedings. 
Since the fact that the purchaser was a welfare recipient 
could not have been known to the Ontario Mortgage Corporation, 
it could not have been expected to attempt to recover either 
the mortgage payments of the Hydro account from the Brampton 
welfare office, even if it had been its obligation to do so, 
which it was not. 

The complaint against the Ontario Mortgage Corporation 


was accordingly found to be unsupported. 


MINISTRY “OF 
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(88) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


After 23 years' employment with a steel company, the 
complainant was discharged by the company as a result of an 
altercation. He filed a grievance alleging that he had 
been unjustly discharged. The grievance was processed 
through the grievance procedure and in due course it was 
Submitted to a tripartite Board of Arbitration. The arbit- 
ration proceedings having been adjourned, a Notice of 
Application for Judicial Review was served when’ the hearings 
of the Board reconvened on September 15, 1973. The 
Application sought the removal of the Chairman of the Board. 
Having been served with the Application, the Chairman 
purported to dismiss the grievance on the grounds that the 
Company had produced a prima facie case. 

On December 10, 1973, subsequent to the launching 
of the judicial review proceedings, a purported ruling of 
the Board of Arbitration was received at the Ontario Labour 
Management Arbitration Commission, dated November 16, 1973, 
and signed by the Chairman and the :company representative 
on the Board. This ruling purported to adjourn the arbit- 
ration proceedings sine die, pending the disposition of 
the Application for Judicial Review by the Divisional Court. 
The Divisional Court heard the application on October 8th 
and 9th, 1974 at which time the Judge, speaking on behalf 
of the Court, issued an order of prohibition prohibiting 
the Chairman from continuing to act as Chairman of the 
Board of Arbitration. 

Following the decision of the Divisional Court, the 
Union nominee wrote the company nominee for the purpose of 
having some other person appointed as Chairman of the Board. 
The company nominee expressed the opinion that he did not 
have the authority to proceed in this manner and in due 
course the Union nominee requested the then Minister of 
Labour to appoint a person who would act as Chairman of 
the Board of Arbitration. The Minister of Labour complied 


with the request and an appointment was made. 
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The differently constituted Board of Arbitration then 
convened a hearing on May 13th, 1975, however, at the 
commencement of the proceedings, representations were made 
to the Board by the company respecting the jurisdiction of 
the Board as then constituted to deal with the grievance. 
The Chairman and company nominee held that it would be 
untimely for the Board to make any findings on the authority 
of the Minister to appoint a second or alternate Chairman 
for the Board of Arbitration in view of the provisions of 
The Labour Relations Act and adjourned the hearing for the 
purpose of either or both of the parties requesting the 
Minister to refer to the Labour Relations Board a question 
in respect of his authority to make the appointment of the 
second or alternate Chairman. The "award" of the Board was 
delivered June 13th, 1975. 

The complainant originally asked us to investigate 
his complaint against the steel company, however, he was 
advised that since the steel company was not a "governmental 
organization" within the meaning of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, 
the Ombudsman did not possess the requisite jurisdiction to 
investigate his complaint. However, the complainant was 
advised that we would attempt to ascertain the cause for 
the hold-up in the complainant's arbitration hearing in 
an effort to expedite the matter. 

Our Director of Research obtained from the complainant's 
lawyer the necessary documentation. He studied the relevant. 
provisions of The Labour Relations Act and considered them 
with the complainant's lawyer. Our Director of Research 
also interviewed the Executive Assistant to the Minister of 
Labour and the Executive Assistant to the Chairman of the 
Labour Relations Board. In the meantime, the complainant's 
lawyer formally requested the Minister of Labour to appoint 
a new Chairman for the Arbitration Board hearing. 

It was aScertained that neither of the parties to the 
Abritration Board hearing requested the Minister to appoint 
a Chairman pursuant to The Labour Relations Act until the 


recent request by the lawyer for the complainant. The 


=" 652 <= 


Minister could only make the appointment “upon the request 
of either party". 

The lawyer was advised that, having received the request, 
the Minister of Labour could either (a) appoint a Chairman, 
(b) refuse to appoint, or (c) refer any question that may 
relate to the Minister's authority to make such an appoint- 
ment to the Ontario Labour Relations Board, pursuant to 
The Labour Relations Act. 

The complainant and his lawyer were advised that should 
they encounter any further problems with respect to the 
appointment of a properly constituted Board of Arbitration, 
they should contact our Office. 

Bye tetter dated April 27, 1977, the Director of the 
Ontario Labour Relations Board advised our Office that the 
Minister had appointed a new Chairman to arbitrate this 
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(89) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant, an immigrant from Czechoslovakia, 
alleged that he had been the victim of discrimination at 
his former place of employment from which he had been asked 
to resign. Since his resignation, he had made some 60 
applications for positions in his field and when he was 
unsuccessful in finding work, he began to suspect that his 
previous employer may have given him unfavourable references. 

Although he had taken his complaint to the Ontario 
Human Rights Commission, he was under the impression that 
they had not taken his problem very seriously. 

Our Investigator contacted a senior official of the 
Commission and also assisted the complainant with the 
preparation of his case to the Commission. Problems of 
jurisdiction developed when the Commission discovered that 
the company against which the complaint had been lodged had 
been incorporated under federal legislation and hence 


appeared to be beyond the purview of the Ontario Human 
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Rights Code. Steps were taken by an official of the Commission 
to present the case to the Fair Employment Practices Branch 
of Labour Canada. However, further inquiries by the Ontario 
Commission and Ottawa Headquarters indicated the Ontario 
Human Rights Commission could in fact proceed with its own 
investigation. 

At the conclusion of the investigation, our Investigator 
met with the Conciliation Officer from the Commission who 
discussed the findings and conclusions of his investigation 
into the allegations of discrimination. The complainant 
indicated to both parties involved that he was satisfied that 
a thorough investigation had been conducted and if no adverse 
references had been found, he was satisfied to let his case 
rest. 

However, in discussions with our Investigator, he 
requested a copy of the letter of reference supplied by his 
former employer to an employment consulting firm with whom 
he was registered. Our Investigator wrote a letter of 
request to his former employer who agreed to send an author- 
ization to the consulting firm to release a copy of the 
letter of reference to the complainant. 

This was done and she the complainant received a copy 


of the letter of reference. 


(90) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was brought to our attention during a 
private hearing in Northern Ontario. The complainant alleged 
that the Ontario Human Rights Commission conducted an inad- 
equate inquiry into his complaint against a private company. 
He contended that he was dismissed from the company because 
of his age. 

The company is a nationwide distributor of products 
with sales regions across the country. When the company 
realized that freight rates were becoming an increasingly 


large portion of their cost factor, the company reorganized 


ae 


its marketing procedure in those regions where large distances 
increased distribution costs. This reorganization caused 

the sales staff to be reduced. As a result, the complainant, 
who was employed for approximately 20 years with the company 
as a Sales representative, was released while the two other 
individuals who worked in the same region remained with the 
company. 

During the interview with a member of our staff, the 
complainant presented two issues: 

1) He alleged that the Commission failed to require 

the production of certain documents and records 
that indicated that he was dismissed because of 
age; and, 

2) He was disturbed that he did not receive a reply 

to one of his letters from the Commission. 

Atrergnotiatying the Ministry of Labour Of oun intention 
to investigate this matter, our Investigator discussed the 
issues with the Supervisor, Community Relations, Ontario 
Human Rights Commission and with a Commission lawyer. 

The evidence which they produced indicated that the Commission 
had acted in a responsible manner. 

Our Investigator discussed the case with the Ontario 
Human Rights Officer who was asSigned to the complainant's 
case and reviewed the data that the officer had acquired 
from the company during his investigation. 

As a reSult of our investigation, we found that the 
Commission's material, including the Supervisor's Reports, 
the Divisional Sales Awards Standings for the three individuals 
concerned for the year ending May, 1974, indicated that the 
complainant's performance was less efficient than the 
performance of the two other individuals who remained with 
ther company. In addition, we found that the majority of 
individuals who worked in the same division of the company 
that the complainant worked in, were over 40 years of age. 
Therefore, we concluded that he had not been dismissed due 


to his age. 
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With respect to allegations by the complainant that 
the Commission's Supervisor did not respond to one of his 
letters, we found that the Supervisor responded to two 
previous letters from the complainant concerning the same 
issue. The Supervisor set out in his last letter to the 
complainant the reasons for the Commission's decision and 
also pointed out in the same letter that no further action 
would be taken by the Commission. 

Subsequently, the Chairman of the Ontario Human Rights 
Commission, the Deputy Minister of Labour and the complainant 
were notified of our conclusion that the complaint has been 
found to be unsupported. | 


Cos) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant was referred to us through the 
OLEILCe OF the Lieutenant Governor of Ontario, the Honourable 
Pauline McGibbon. 

The complainant had been a recording secretary for a 
Board of Education. Her position was terminated on 
December 5th, 1975, as a result of her poor work performance, 
conflicts with supervisors and fellow-workers and disregard 
for normal supervision. 

In November, 1975, as a result of alleged slow positioning 
to the permanent staff vis-a-vis the permanent positioning 
of a man in a comparable position, the complainant threatened 
to place a complaint with the Ontario Human Rights Commission, 
claiming sex discrimination. 

Over a period of weeks, this threat was accompanied 
by abrasive encounters with her immediate supervisors, 
escalating disputes regarding work assignments, a personal 
grievance letter to the Board of Education (which was included 
in the Board's agenda material) without the knowledge of her 
immediate supervisors, and two days of absence due to illness. 

In December, 1975, the Superintendent of Business 


recommended to the Director of Education that her services 
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be terminated due to the above mentioned instances plus 14 
months of documented unsatisfactory work performance. 

The Director of Education directed that the Supervisor's 
report be upheld, and that the services of the complainant 
be terminated. 

That same week, the complainant approached the Ontario 
Human Rights Commission and alleged outrageous favouritism 
and sex discrimination on the Board's part. 

Immediately following the placing of the complaint, 

a Human Rights Officer of the Commission interviewed the 
complainant and then telephoned her on two separate occasions 
to discuss the substance of his findings. In mid-December, 
1975, attempts to make a personal appointment with the 
complainant were unsuccessful. In their conversations, the 
complainant felt that the Officer had prejudged her case, 
was a victim of the collusion of her Supervisory officers, 
and was a biased investigator because he was male. In view 
of this, the complainant felt that further efforts were 
futile and no benefits would be derived from any further 
investigation. 

In January, 1976, the complainant contacted our Office 
contending that the investigation of the Ontario Human 
Rights Commission was casual in nature and of poor quality. 
She said that as a result of her complaint to the Commission, 
she had been dismissed from her position. 

The Human Rights Commission was contacted, and the 
officer who conducted the investigation was interviewed 
and the file reviewed. 

Our Investigator took note of the fact that the 
complainant had been invited to the offices of the Commission, 
by letter and by telephone, in December, 1975, and in August, 
1976. In both of these instances, the complainant refused 
to attend. When the Investigator asked the complainant 
why she did not respond to the three invitiations of the 
officials of the Commission, she replied that her vacation 
plans in December disallowed a possibility of a meeting at 


that time. She also felt that the tone of the conversations 
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and the letter indicated to her that the Commission had 
prejudged her situation, and thus, she would not receive a 
fair hearing. 

We concluded that the complainant had not availed 
herself of the assistance that had been offered to her by 
the Commission. 

The complainant, the Chairman of the Ontario Human Rights 
Commission, and the Lieutenant Governor of Ontario were 


informed of the results of our investigation in which we 


found the complaint against the Commission to be unsupported. 


(92) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant wrote our Office in February, 1976, 
concerning difficulties he had encountered with the Employment 
Standards Branch when attempting to collect wages owing to 
him by his former employer in Vancouver, for sales services 
rendered in Ottawa. His efforts in 1974 and 1975 to recover 
these wages through the Departments of Labour (Federal, 

Ontario and B.C.) and with the assistance of his M.P. and 
M.P.P. all had been to no avail. 

The complainant told us that he had received statements 
issued by his former employer showing an unpaid balance owing 
to him of $2,395.53, but all his requests for payment had 
gone unanswered and his lawyer's demands for payment had also 
been ignored. 

The complainant had also asked the Labour Standards Branch 
of the British Columbia Department of Labour to bring action 
under the B.C. Payment of Wages Act and the Employment Standards 
Branch of the Ontario Ministry of Labour to obtain a judgment 
in Ontario Courts for him in which case it could be registered 
in the Province of British Columbia pursuant to The Reciprocal 
Enforcement of Judgments Act. However, the complainant's 
July, 1975, correspondence with the Ministry had gone unanswered. 

In March, 1976, our Director of Research contacted the 
complainant as well as the Employment Standards Branch. He 


also discussed the matter with a lawyer from the Department 
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of Labour who explored the jurisdictional problem involved. 
Since the Ontario Ministry of Labour had no JUnISdL ction to 
Serve subpeonaes outside of Ontario, it had CU GEL Cues y ein 
getting the employer's records in British Columbia. 

Our Director of Research Suggested to the lawyer with 
the Department of Labour that the Employment Standards Branch 
could serve a notice to produce on the complainant's former 
employer who migh voluntarily comply with its in May, £976, 
the Acting Assistant Administrator of the Employment 
Standards Branch advised us that the Branch had sent a letter 
to the complainant's former employer with a request for 
immediate response, but, since the company maintains no 
function other than a sales representative in Ontario, there 
was still a jurisdictional problem. 

The Employment Standards Branch, not having received a 
reply to its communications with the complainant's former 
employer, issued a Director's Order to Pay pursuant to section 
47(1)(c) of The Employment Standards Act and forwarded it to 
the complainant's employer in B.C. by registered mail late 
in May. 

In July, 1976, the Acting Assistant Administrator of the 
Employment Standards Branch advised us that payment of the 
Order to Pay issued to the employer in British Columbia on 
behalf of the complainant had been received, but the Company 
had appealed the decision and the complainant, aware of the 
appeal, had agreed to testify on his own behalf. In January, 
1977, we were advised that the appeal had been heard and, 
lacking any representation from the employer, the referee had 
upheld the Director's decision. A Ministry of Labour cheque 
in the amount of $2,395.53 had been forwarded to the complain- 
ant on December 15, 1976. 

THUS eciLOugh sune el iTortes (Of the “Ombudsman s Office, 
and the excellent co-operation of the Employment Standards 
Branch, the money owing this complainant by his former 


employer in Vancouver was paid in full. 
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(93) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


In early 1976, an M.P.P. wrote to our Office asking 
us to help with a problem which was brought to his attention 
by four complainants. Prior to our involvement in this 
matter, the complainants had contacted the International 
Labour Organization of the United Nations, and a number of 
members of the Legislature. 

In 1974, the Canadian Workers Union commenced organizing 
activities at a steel company. The union's organizing campaign 
was headed by three of the complainants. The fourth complain- 
ant was the National Chairman of the C.W.U. 

The workers at the steel company were members of another 
union, but the C.W.U., which appeared to have the support 
of approximately 75% of the workers, wished to represent 
these workers as their collective bargaining agent. 

In early 1975, the C.W.U.-cubmitted tts application for 
certification along with membership cards for 75% of the 
workers at the company. It requested a pre-hearing repre- 
sentation vote to determine whether it was entitled to 
represent employees of the company as bargaining agent. 

This request was approved by the Ontario Labour Relations 
Board and a vote was held. The Ontario Labour Relations 
Board directed the ballot box to be sealed pursuant to the 
relevant section of The Labour Relations Act. 

Three of the complainants were then dismissed from 
employment by the company and they contended that their 
services were terminated due to union activities. 

In late 1975, the complainants laid a complaint pursuant 
to section 79 of The Ontario Labour Relations Act alleging 
that the company had contravened the Act by dismissing the 
complainants for union activity. In an attempt to accelerate 
the hearings, the three complainants attempted to have their 
cases consolidated. However, the Labour Relations Board 


ruled that each case would be heard separately. 
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At the time of our investigation into this matter, only 
one of the complainants' cases had been heard. In ivontaot 
this, the other two complainants contended that they were the 
victims of undue delay by the Board. 

With respect to the C.W.U.'s application for CEr~LEication, 
the following issue was investigated by ourlorrice: 

1) A pre-hearing vote was held on Appraisal; 
1975, to determine whether the Canadian 
Workers Union or another union was to 
represent the workers as a bargaining 
agent. The ballots were not counted 
immediately after the vote. Why? 

With respect to the complainants’ allegation under 
section 79 of The Ontario Labour Relations Act concerning 
unfair labour practices, our Investigator examined the 
following issues: 

2), Whether the Ontario Labour Relations 


Board delayed in hearing the three 
complainants' cases. 


3) Whether the Board heard the submission by 
three of the complainants that they would 
like to have their cases consolidated and 
the reason why the Board rejected the 
application for consolidation. 


4) Under section 79(4) (a), the burden of proof 
is on the employer to show that he did not 
contravene The Labour Relations Act. Usually 
the one who has the onus of proving that he 
did not act, contrary to the Act presents his 
argument first. This was not the case at one 
of the complainant's hearings. Why? 

From a perusal of all the available data, we found that 
the complainants' contentions were not supported. 

With respect to issue #1 regarding Certification, the 
documentation demonstrated that the ballot boxes were sealed 
and the ballots were not counted immediately after the 1975 
pre-hearing vote because on an earlier date another union 
filed with the Board statements alleging, among other things, 
that the C.W.U. was not a bona fide trade union. In accordance 
with the Board's normal practice under The Labour Relations Act 


whenever Such an allegation is made, the Board directed that the 
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ballot boxes be sealed and the ballots not counted Git ee 
parties had presented their evidence and had made submissions 
as to whether the C.W.U. had the required status under the Act. 

After hearing the parties, the Board found the allegations 
to be unsupported and in January; 1976, the Ontario Labour 
Relations Board directed the Registrar of the Board to unseal 
the ballot boxes containing all the ballots cast during tne j 
course of the pre-hearing representation vote and to proceed 
with an immediate counting of the ballots. In a decision dated 
January 22, 1976, the Board certified the ClW.U.. asathe. bargain-— 
ing agent for a group of employees at the steel company. 

Since the Section 79 complaints were still before the Board 
at the time of our investigation, our involvement with respect 
-to these matters was, of necessity, limited. 

With respect to issue #2, regarding the delay Li cue 
hearings, we noted that the complainant filed his charges with 
the Ontario Labour Relations Board on September 17 and 18, 
1975. Tentative hearing dates were scheduled immediately for 
October 22 and 23, 1975. A Labour Relations Settlement Officer 
was appointed on September 22, 19/75. It was felt hace 
should be given sufficient time to endeavour to effect a 
settlement pursuant toSection 79(2) of The Ontario Labour 
Relations Act and this was why the hearing date was scheduled 
for one month after his appointment. 

Since the officer was unable to effect a settlement, the 
October 22 and 23, 1975, hearing dates were confirmed and 
the hearing did take place on these dates. Further hearings 
were held on 28 different dates from November, 19:7 Diy. GeO 
August, 1976. 

In all cases, the dates assigned were the earliest avail- 
able dates (i.e. dates which had not already been scheduled 
and which all the members of the panel were available). It 
is important to realize that the Board. Chairmansand, the, two 
panel members who are assigned to a particular case must 
see that case to its end. 

Further, available information indicated that. of 92 


similar cases dealt with by the Board between June l, AMS a Base 
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and March 1, 1976, that required any hearings at all, 66 took 
no more than a day. Of the remainder, only one other case 

took more than 5 days. This indicated to us that perhaps 

the parties in this matter were not proceeding as expeditiously 
as might be expected. | | 

In light of the above information, we concluded that the 
complainant's contention concerning delay by the Ontario | 
Labour Relations Board was not supported. 

With respect to issue #3, regarding consolidation of 
the cases, the steel company opposed the complainants' 
application. In opposing the application, the company stated 
that the circumstances and timing of the three discharges were 
different as well as the complainants' work records and 
reasons for discharge. With this in mind, the Board rejected 
the application for consolidation because it considered that 
hearing the three cases together could "embarrass" the company. 
We found no reason to recommend interfering with the exercise 
of the Board's discretion in this respect. 

With regard to issue #4, although the burden of proof 
rests with the employer to demonstrate that he did not act 
contrary to the Act, after hearing argument on the issue as 
to who was to present his case first, the Board directed 
that one of the complainants proceed rather than the steel 
company. According to the Executive Assistant to the 
Chairman of the Board, the Board had no set policy with respect 
to this section of the Act at this time. The issue is 
usually settled with the parties ahead of time. 

However, Since the parties were unable to agree as to 
who should present their case first the Board decided that 
one of the complainants do so. This was because although 
it may be said that the reasons for a worker's dismissal are 
peculiarly within the knowledge of the steel company, it is 
the worker who is in a better position than the employer to 
testify as to the nature of the union activity. 

With this in mind, we concluded that we could not say 
that the Board erred in directing one of the complainants to 


proceed first. 
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With regard to another issue, regarding whether two 
of the three complainants were forced to appear at the 
other's hearing, the evidence did not support this allegation. 
Two of the complainants intervened in the other complainant's 
case. As a result they were entitled to: notice of -eveny 
hearing concerning the latter's case. Since the two former 
complainants were not subpoenaed to appear at the latter's 
hearings, they were not required to appear. 

We communicated our findings to the Deputy Minister of 
Labour, the four complainants (including the National Chairman 


of the C.W.U.) and the M.P.P. who had referred the case to us. 


(94) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant, of East Indian heritage, was relieved 
of her position as a ward receptionist in a hospital. In 
her complaint to the Ontario Human Rights Commission, she 
Claimed racial discrimination as the cause of her dismissal. 

Following the Commission's investigation of her complaint, 
she came to our Office and claimed that the Commission's invest- 
igation was unsatisfactory and unfair. She also asked us to recommend 
that the reason for her dismissal - personality conflict - 
be removed from her employment record. 

Our Investigator met with officials of the Commission 
to discuss the case and review the file. 

The file revealed that over 20 witnesses had been inter- 
viewed and not one upheld the complainant's allegation of 
discrimination. The majority of witnesses interviewed in- 
dicated that the complainant was difficult to work with, and 
two who worked most closely with her threatened to resign 
unless she was relieved of her position. None of those 
interviewed, especially minority groups, East Indian or 
otherwise, had ever felt discriminated against, nor had they 
witnessed discrimination in this hospital. In addition, 
they had never heard the complainant mention that she had 
been discriminated against because of her race. Even the 


complainant's brother, an employee of the hospital, described 
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his sister as having a persistent trait of being unable to 
get along with people. 

The Commission's file included the complainant's 
personnel record which indicated a long history of personality 
problems in the hospital dating back to the beginning of her 
employment, a year and a half previously. 

Following the interviewing of witnesses by the Human 
Rights officers, conciliation was attempted, but the complainant 
refused to attend the meeting. Nevertheless, her requests were 
presented to those in attendance - supervisory officers of 
the Commission, and hospital personnel officials. The 
complainant had requested re-employment and a good reference, 
but these were refused by the hospital. Hospital officials 
said, however, that they would give a reference that would 
accentuate the positive aspects of the complainant's work, 
Whidersti1ll being honest and fair. 

The complainant was unhappy with these results, but 
she refused to pursue the next avenue of appeal, a Board of 
Inquiry, because she did not want her case to be public. 

In view of the overwhelming evidence in the file, it 
appeared to us that the Human Rights personnel acted with 
propriety and fairness. The complainant and the Chairman of. 
the Ontario Human Rights Commission were informed of the 


results of our investigation. 


COS )ie a. SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant's mother attended a private hearing 
in south-western Ontario conducted by our office and brought 
the plight of her 19-year-old daughter to our attention. 

In October, 1976, the complainant accepted work with 
a firm in Toronto as a receptionist/typist at a weekly 
Salaryveofts160. Until. the time of her resignation in January, 
1977, she had not once received her full weekly pay cheque, 
but was given a partial amount with the promise that the 
balance would be paid within a few days. At the time of 


her resignation, the complainant calculated that the amount 
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owing her was $685. Numerous attempts by the complainant 
and her mother to recover these monies had been unsuccessful. 

In January, 1977, the complainant sought the assistance 
from the Employment Standards Branch of the Ministry of Labour. 
Subsequently, her mother accompanied her to the Ministry's 
office where they were informed by an official that the Branch 
had made inquiries on her behalf, but unfortunately a record | 
of this contact had been lost. The complainant completed 
another claim form at that time and was advised to refer all 
further inquiries about her case to another individual at the 
Branch. Several days later when she telephoned the Ministry, 
the official whose name she had been given seemed to be 
unfamiliar with her problem. 

A member of our staff contacted the complainant on 
March 11, 1977, to verify the facts presented by her mother 
and was informed that her former employer had requested that 
she visit his office Vaterrthat day to obtain. Mer, marrey.. 

She promised to advise us of the outcome of this meeting. 

Five days later the complainant called us stating that 
she had indeed received a cheque for the appropriate amount, 
but had been requested not tovcash it Until Marche] >rasc" che 
funds would not be available until that time. When she 
attempted to cash the cheque on March 15, she was informed 
by the bank that there were insufficient funds in the account. 
Later that day her former employer contacted her requesting 
that she visit his office at 3:00 p.m. at which time he would 
give her a cash payment. She did so, but was told that he 
was out of the office but would return shortly. She waited 
until 5:00 p.m. only to find that he would not be returning 
after all and she was instructed to return the following day 
at 3:00 p.m. The complainant then informed the Employment 
Standards Branch of this development. 

The complainant returned the next day at the time 
specified, waited for 1% hours and then came to our office. 
While with a member of our staff, she telephoned the office 
of her former employer to inquire whether he had returned and 
was informed by the receptionist that an official of the 


Ministry of Labour was on the other line wishing to speak 


= 646, = 


with her. The complainant left the number of our office 
with the receptionist with the request that the Ministry 
official call her. Shortly thereafter, a call came from 

the official who was most irate to find that the complainant 
was in our office and, according to her, the Offrictral 
instructed her to leave at once. At this point, the com- 
plainant was totally confused, not knowing what to believe. 

A member of our staff then spoke to the offical of the 
Ministry to ascertain the status of her case and learned 
that arrangements had been made for the offical to accompany 
the complainant to her former employer's office at 11:00 a.m. 
Onulradaysu March Losin an attempt to recover her money. 

The complainant agreed to accompany the official and promised 
to inform us of the outcome of this meeting. 

On Monday, March 21, the complainant called our staff 
member to confirm the meeting she had had with the Ministry 
official and her former employer who had signed a statement 
indicating that he would pay her by 2:00 p.m. that same day. 

When. she and the Ministry official returned to his office 
at 2:00 p.m. her former employer was not at the office and, 
Mitac sad NOt returned by, o:30-p.M.  .Prior to calling us 
on March 21, the complainant once again telephoned her former 
employer and was told by the receptionist that her money 
Wacmavaltable,. but that.an official ‘of the Ministry must 
sign a receipt before she could be paid. When the complainant 
telephoned the Ministry to request an official to accompany 
her to obtain her money, she learned that all senior staff 
were attending a seminar and were not expected to return 
to the office that day. At this point, the complainant 
called our office for further advice. 

A member of our legal staff, having been apprised of the 
situation, called the Ministry to establish whether an official 
of the Ministry was available to speak with the complainant's 
former employer. A call was then placed by our legal officer 
to the complainant's former employer, who denied having made 
a request for a signed receipt by a Ministry official and 
stated that the money was available any time the complainant 


wished to claim it. 


cio 


Later that afternoon the complainant visited our office 


to advise us that she had finally received her money. 


(96) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant was dismissed from her job without notice 
or statutory pay in lieu of notice. She then brought her 
complaint to the attention of the Employment Standards Branch 
of the Ministry of Labour. She was subsequently advised by 
them that her use of profanity at the time of her dismissal 
constituted misconduct and, therefore, under The Employment 
Standards Act, she was not entitled to any notice or pay 
in lieu of notice: 

When we advised the Ministry of our intention to 
investigate, the Ministry said that it would re-investigate 
the matter as an appeal under Section 42(2) of The Employment 
Standards Act. Upon re-examination, the Ministry determined 
that since the complainant's swearing occurred after her 
dismissal, this would not constitute misconduct and since 
the allegations made by her employer of neglect of duty were 
not substantiated, the complainant was entitled to one week's 
payin lieunor notice: 

The employer subsequently forwarded a cheque in the 
appropriate amount to the complainant and she was advised by 
letter of the revised findings of the Employment Standards 


Branch. 
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"His claimed Hungarian qualifications 
include degrees in medicine and law and 
Specltaliste qualitications in Criminal 
Psychology, Public Health and Social 
Medicine, Scientific Research, Forensic 
Medicine, Gynaecology and Pathology. 
From the work which he has done in this 
Beachy 222s difficult to believe chat 
he could have such a rich educational 
background. 


"Having been given relatively straight 
forward topics to research in current 
literature he has responded either 

(1) by producing a simple bibliography 
without any indication that he had read 
or understood the material or (2) pro- 
duced a list of disconnected statements 
which were only peripherally related to 
his topic and which gave no indication 
Gi, togical, thanking by the author.” 


. Before finalizing our investigation, we requested that 
the Deputy Mintster outline the Ministry's position. The 
Deputy Minister, responded by saying in part: 


"Further to the inquiries which have 
been made regarding (the complainant) 
you suggested it would be helpful if 
this Ministry would formally state its 
position in connection with the termin- 
ation of this gentleman's services. 


"Whatever other arguments may be pre- 
sented, the fact of the matter is that 

(the complainant's) appointment was made 
conditional on his ability to obtain the 
necessary qualifications to practise 
medicine in the Province of Ontario. He 
was not able to obtain the required licence 
and without this condition being met the 
appointment could not be sustained. 


"Wwe believe that the Ministry displayed an 
unusual degree of patience in awaiting ful- 
fuliment of this impostant condition, but 
as it failed to be met there was no alter- 
native to the separation. 


In February, 1977, we advised the complainant of the 
result of our investigation, including inquiries made on his 


behalf by our Investigator in an effort to assist him in 


finding gainful employment. 
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We decided that the primary reason the complainant's 
resignation was sought was because of his inability to become 
licenced by the Ontario College of Physicians and Surgeons and 
that his requested resignation was not based on the findings 
of his so-called "controversial report" which was made at ap- 
proximately the same time. 

We concluded our report to the complainant by stating 
that we could not accept his suggestion that he had been 


dealt with unfairly or unreasonably by the Ministry. 


72) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant, on behalf of her husband, contacted us 
with a complaint against O.H.I.P., which had refused to pre- 
authorize payment for extraction of fourteen of the complainant's 
husband's teeth. 

The complainant indicated that her husband had recently 
had his teeth removed in hospital and that they were facing 
a large medical bill. She indicated that they were not satis- 
fied with the Ministry's refusal to grant authorization on the grounds 
pelayete O.H-I.P. did not feel the operation was a "medical 
necessity". 

Our Investigator gathered additional documentation con- 
cerning the complainant's problem and a review of the applicable 
legislation indicated that there was an appeal procedure avail- 
able to the complainant's husband pursuant to Section 23(1) of 
The Health Insurance Act which states: 

"Where there is a dispute regarding a 

decision by the General Manager that an 

insured person is not entitled to an 

insured service ina hospital, ora 

health facility because such service is 

not medically necessary, the General 

Manager upon receiving notice of such 


dispute shall refer the matter to the 
Medical Eligibility Committee." 


We therefore advised the complainant that this aspect of 
her problem was premature and that she should request that the 


matter be referred to the Medical Eligibility Committee. The 


MINISTRY OF 


NATURAL RESOURCES 
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(97) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


In 1960, the complainant purchased a number of lots from 
a private individual. This property was adjacent to Crown land 
and in 1962 she built a cottage on what she believed to be 
her property. | 

In 1965, the then Department of Lands and Forests resurveyed 
this site because a field inspection indicated the possibility 
of the cottage sitting on Crown land. The Ministry's survey 
confirmed that the cottage was located on Crown land. When this 
was discovered in 1966, the Ministry offered to sell or lease to 
her the property on which the cottage was located, providedthat she 
arrange and pay for the necessary survey. In 1976, 10 years later, 
the complainant had still not taken any action to acquire legal 
possession of the property. As a result, the Ministry notified 
her that unless she made arrangements to purchase the property 
the cottage would be removed. The complainant then came to us. 

The Ministry agreed to extend its notice of eviction until 
the completion of our investigation. 

The complainant's allegation was that the Ministry's survey 
had moved the original survey lines between the lots, which resulted 
in the cottage being located 250 feet southwest of the line 
between her lot and the Crown's lot. 

We determined that the only way to establish whether the 
survey lines had been tampered with was to retain an independent 
surveyor to study all the surveys that had ever been done in 
this area, including the Ministry's most recent survey. 

After reviewing and studying the field notes and 

plans forwarded to him by our Office, the independent 
Surveyor reported that the line between the complainant's 

lot and the Crown lot in question was in the same location as 
in the original Township survey of 1861. 

As a result, we could not fault the Ministry, witch agreed 
to sell the complainant the one-acre site on which her cottage 
sat under the terms of its original offer. We advised the 
complainant of our conclusion and suggested to her that she 


should purchase the property from the Ministry. 


(98) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


We received three similar complaints relating to a 
proposed issuance of a gravel pit licence in a Regional 
Municipality by the Ministry of Natural Resources. The com- 
plainants, all members of a village ratepayers association, 
complained that the then Minister of Natural Resources, the 
Honourable Leo Bernier, had announced on November 28, 1975 
that he would issue a licence to a local gravel company for 
the operation of a gravel pit near the residences of the 
complainants, contrary to a recommendation made by the 
Ontarzio,Munictpal Board om October 6071975. 

Our investigation revealed that the Minister had decided 
not to follow the Ontario Municipal Board's recommendation which 
stated that the application for a gravel pit licence was 
premature at the time and that the granting would not be in 
the best public interest. 

Under The Pits and Quarries Control Act, 1972, the Minister 
has 30 days to render his decision. His decision which was 
announced on November 28, 1975, was to issue a licence subject 
to terms and conditions which would take into account the 
concerns of the residents as well as the local city concerned. 

In December, 1975 and January, 1976, three meetings took 
place between officials of the Ministry of Natural Resources 
and the regional municipality. 

Our Director of Rural, Agricultural and Municipal Services, 
our Director of Research and an Investigator visited the | 
ratepayers to view the proposed gravel pit site and discuss 
the situation with them. At this meeting the various proposed 
terms and conditions, which at that time were slated to form 
part of the terms and conditions which would accompany the 


Minister's approval of the licence, were also discussed. 


Certain other problem areas were raised by the ratepayers 
at the meeting, including the phasing of the operation, 
progressive rehabilitation of the land, the monitoring of the 


ground water table and other anticipated ecological problems. 
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Meanwhile, the Minister agreed that he would not issue 
the licence until such time as the final terms and conditions 
had been worked out between his Ministry and the regional 
municipality and also until such time as we had finalized our 
Peporec. 

Upon completion of our investigation, we submitted an 18- 
page report to the complainants that addressed itself to the 
various arguments advanced by the complainants against the 
position taken by the Minister of Natural Resources. Our 
report stated that,after anxious and careful consideration, we 
concluded that we could find no grounds upon which to make a 
recommendation respecting the ratepayers’! complaint. 

We indicated that we were satisfied that the Ministry and 
the regional municipality had made an honest and sincere effort 
to arrive at conditions that would accompany the licence which 
were designed to minimize the effects of the gravel operation 
as much as possible. We also indicated that we had arrived 
at our conclusion in the belief that the Ministry would 
ensure that the conditions relating to the issuance of the 
licence were complied with, and that we would be prepared to 


take any necessary aectvon snould this prove: not tombe stne case, 


(99) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


A complaint was received by our Office in August, 1975, 
on behalf of a group of about 20 people who suffered losses 
as a result of flooding of the Ottawa River in the spring of 
1974. The affected summer residences were located along the 
Ottawa River. The letter was written in French and was sent 
to the Director of Rural, Agricultural and Municipal Services 


who is also responsible for problems relating to Francophones. 
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The complaint was submitted by a qualified appraiser who 
had been appointed by the group of concerned citizens to 
represent them. Subsequently, the group met with our Director 
of Rural, Agricultural and Municipal Services during our 
private hearings in Ottawa on March 12, 1976, and presented 
material in support of their complaint. 

A related complaint was received from a cottage owners 
association (about 20 property owners) both by letter and 
through our personal interviews in L'Orignal on March 27, 1976. 
These complainants had also suffered flooding damage on their 
properties. 

An additional complaint was received from an individual 
who had suffered damage to his property in Rockland as well as 
‘loss of business at his animal care hospital there. 

Since all of these complaints concerned the same problem, 
they were all reviewed at the same time. 

The property owners claimed that their properties, some 
residences and other cottages were heavily damaged in the 
spring of 1974 when the waters of the Ottawa River rose to 
four feet above the spring high water mark. They claimed that 
the flooding was caused by Hydro Quebec, which, not allowing 
for spring breakup, stored too much water during the winter months. 

The Ottawa Rivers Water Powers Act, 1943, provides for an 
agreement between Quebec and Ontario whereby the Province of 
Ontario must pay for damages caused by Hydro Quebec and recover 
the damages from the Province of Quebec. 

We learned that in August, 1975, a task. force. had been ser 
up to undertake a study of the recurring problems of erosion 
and flooding in the area and to review claims analysis and 
responsibility for damages. The task force was made up of 
representatives of the Ministry of Natural Resources, the 
Ministry of Energy and Ontario Hydro. The report of the task 
force was submitted to the Cabinet Committee on Resources 
Development for consideration and was subsequently considered 
by ‘Cabinet wiselt. 

By reason of Cabinet's involvement, the Ombudsman was 


precluded from any consideration of the case. 
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The complainants were advised by our Office that the 
matter was outside our jurisdiction. However, we were able 
to advise them that we had been assured by officials of the 
Ministry of Natural Resources that,as soon as a decision was 
reached by Cabinet concerning implementation of the task 
force's recommendation, they would be advised accordingly. 
Throughout this investigation, we carried out all of 
our correspondence and personal interviews with the complainants 
in the French language. 


(100) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


Approximately 150 commercial fishermen representing several 
different commercial fishing associations on Lake Erie sought 


Our assestance in July, 1976, through two M.P.P."s and two 


private citizens. 


The commercial fishermen's request for assistance from our 
Office involved a number of factors that had to be investigated 
and, in turn, necessitated our examining social, economic and 
ecological considerations. 

The complaints from the fishermen were as follows: 


1) the economic situation that the fishermen 
feared as a result of the Ministry of 
Natural Resources' implementation of an 
8-inch minimum length restriction on the 
catch of yellow perch in Lake Erie; 


2) alleged unfair action and harassment by 
conservation and wildlife officers; 


3) the difference of opinion with the Ministry 
concerning the pickerel quota in Lake Erie; 


4) requests for reimbursement for equipment as 
a result of the Ministry's announcement to 
enforce the 8-inch minimum length restriction 
on perch. 
We undertook investigation of this case with the knowledge 
that the conclusions we arrived at would to some degree affect 
commercial fishing in other Ontario lakes. Our findings, then, could 


have far-reaching effects on the continuation of certain species of 
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fish and on the manner or control implemented in harvesting 
them as well as on the livelihood of the commercial fishermen 
themselves. 

In May, 197 5), jcommercial (fishing @bor syellow pickerel 
(walleye) and white bass over 10% inches long was stopped 
because of the .05 parts per million level of mercury contained. 
in the fish in Lake Erie. The intensity of fishing for perch 
thus increased with a growing proportion of the catch measur- 
ing less than the 8-inch minimum length. Efforts) toventorce 
this minimum length were frustrated and this led to a further 
lack of compliance by the fishermen with respect to 
other regulations (ie. the mercury ban). The result was that 
by 1975 many fishermen and fish packers were actually engaged 
in an industry based on sub-legal size perch. At this point, 
it became clear to many commercial fishermen, the Minister, and 
biologists that perch stocks were on the verge of an entire 
collapse. 

Historically, Lake Erie has always been a significant 
producer of commercially important fish with a high _lake- 
wide annual production. Despite this relatively consistent 
production, many changes have taken place within the fish 
population. The general trend is moving away from commercially 
more valuable species towards less valuable species such as 
smelt and yellow perch. 

Both United States and Canadian scientists, ecologists 
and biologists are currently studying the apparent ecological 
deterioration of the lake. For example, raw sewage from the 
Detroit River, the disappearance and destruction of streams 
feeding the lake which are required by certain species to spawn, 
the steady increase in nutrients applied to the lake together 
with toxic polblutantssand biocides; gandjagricultunal industrial 
and population waste flowing into the drainage basin itself are 
slowly causing concern for commercial fishing oneehe noture. 

During July, 1976, a member of our legal crate sand atwo 
Investigators visited the three main fishing associations and 
held group meetings in an attempt to obtain a total view of the 


problems presented by the fishermen. We attempted to establish 
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the number of commercial fishing licences held, the number of years 
each fisherman had been inbusiness and to understand the 
economic situation of the individual fisherman. 

At the same time, our Investigators gathered and studied 
resource material from many different sources. Reports were 
obtained on meetings such as the 1971 Symposium on Salmonid 
Communities and Oligotropic Lakes, the United States Report on 
Lake Erie, Yellow Perch Workshop, held in Sandusky, Ohio on 
January 22, 1974, and the Report from the Lake Erie Technical 
Committee on Yellow Perch. 

In August, 1976, our Office held a meeting with the 
Kingsville Fishermen Association in Kingsville and we later 
interviewed conservation officers in the same area. By 
September, 1976, we were able to make two main observations: 


1) the fishermen were unofficially told in the 
fali of 1975 and early 1976 that the 8-inch 
minimum length restriction for perch would 
be strictly enforced for the upcoming year; 


2) the quota set by the Ministry for pickerel 
was low because fishermen were incorrectly 
reporting their pickerel catch. 


Upon completion of our investigation, we held two separate 
meetings with representatives of the Commercial Branch of the 
Ministry to informally discuss some of our proposed ideas. 

Upon the conclusion of the two meetings with Ministry officials, 
we held informal discussions with representatives of the 
Ontario Council of Commercial Fishermen in January, 1977 to 
obtain their views on our findings and proposed recommendations. 
In February, 1977, we held a final meeting with the Assistant 
Deputy Minister to discuss our proposed recommendations. We 
concluded after these meetings that our findings and proposed 
recommendations were feasible and satisfactory to all concerned 
and on March 3, 1977, the Minister of Natural Resources received 


our recommendations. 
Our recommendations were as follows: 


1) The Ministry, together with the various fishing 
associations on Lake Erie, should pursue its 
present endeavours to foster improved and 
increasing dialogue to ensure a common under- 
standing of biological principles and social 
and economic problems. Increased communication 


2) 


3) 


4) 


5) 
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between both parties would decrease misunder- 
standings between the fishermen and the 
Ministry. This increased communication should 
also involve feedback information to the fisher- 
men with respect to the results of various 
studies conducted on the perch community by 

the Ministry. The planning workshop sessions 
held in the Southwestern Region were an 
excellent example of this. 


The 8-inch minimum length restriction placed on 
yellow perch by the Ministry should remain in 
effect,and this limit should be subject to 
variation depending upon the specific require- 
ment as assessed by the Ministry of Natural . 
Resources. This 8-inch limit is an attempt by 

the Ministry to gain time for the perch community 
to replenish its almost depleted stock and increase 
in individual size?’ This will assist in preserving 
a:basic resource owned by the public and in time will 
permit commercial fishermen to again resume 

normal harvesting. 


The Ministry has imposed a quota on the amount 
of yellow pickerel which may be harvested. This 
quota is derived from recommendations proposed 
by the Walleye Protocol Committee of the Great 
Lakes Fishery Commission, based on the best 
information available concerning the overall 
pickerel population in the interests of the 
Ontario fisheries. This quota is further 
determined by the Ministry working in concert 
with the Federal Fisheries Department and the 
Federal Department of Health. The guota is 
subject to fluctuation depending upon the 
content of mercury and the population of this 
species. We feel the Ministry should continue 
to monitor this situation and set quota levels 
as indicated by information from its research 
data. The Ministry should attempt to obtain 
increased research data on yellow pickerel 
that would enable the Ministry to better 
augment or refute findings established by 
United States research. 


The "mesh or twine size" should, for the present 
time, be left as itis -that-is; atethe discretion 
of the harvesting operator -bearing in mind 
restrictions on minimum length regulations 
established by the Ministry. 


The Ministry should issue a clear official 

policy with respect to harvesting operations 

each year, well in advance of the necessary 

activity by the fishermen to "gear-up" for the 
oncoming season. This policy should contain 

all information such as"minimum size length", duration 


6 ) 


7) 
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of different seasons for certain species 
of fish which may be caught, and any other 
restrictions which the Ministry may impose 
for that season. 


The critical state ofthe declining perch 
population, both in size and numbers required 
the Ministry to act within a very restricted 
time frame. It is unfortunate that more 
advance notice could not have been given to 
the fishermen concerning the Ministry's intent 
to strictly enforce the 8-inch minimum length 
for the 1975 season. However, the fishermen 
were verbally told of the coming of the strict 
enforcement each year since the middle 1960's 
and again in the fall of 1976, and then by 
Offrcial norLti cation by letter on March 26, 
1976. The Ministry should convene a committee 
in partnership with the representatives of the 
commercial fishermen to determine how best to 
initiate the formation of a fund. The design of 
this fund would be to provide either interest- 
free or low interest loans for a period of time 
to be decided by the Ministry, to provide 
economic relief for those fishermen who feel 


they need financial assistance. This fund should 


be contributed to from royalties paid by the 
fishermen themselves, perhaps in the form of a, 
percentage, according to ‘catch. In the initial 
stages, the intent of the fund would be to 
provide relief for those fishermen suffering 
the most allowing a two to three year period 
for perch stocks to replenish and, in turn, in 
time allowing for a normal harvest. Over a 
period of time, the fund should grow and there- 
by allow fishermen a "bank" which might have 
several uses. It would privide a fund which 
fishermen could draw upon should environmental 
or climatic factors set back the industry for 

a period of time. This fund might be used to 
assist the Ministry and the fishermen in 
establishing a "vessel buy-back program." 


The Ministry should examine immediately its 
entire enforcement policy. It is felt that 
this activity affects nearly every facet of 

the industry. The Ministry should,either 

with a realignment of funds internally or 
through a recruitment of additional funds, 

hire and train an increased enforcement person- 
nel. The enforcement program should be 
equitable to all the discharged shigh, Ge) Seah 

firm manner. At the present time there 
appears to be no real deterrant to bring a 

stop to "illegal" or "bootleg" fesning. Thougnt 
might be given to a point system for’ Vrolators, 
perhaps patterned after the Ontario Drivers 
Licensing point system. 


8) 


10) 


ie) 
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The loss of all points by a fisherman would 
result in the suspension or loss of a license 
for persistent violators. 


The Ministry should expedite as soon as possible 
its present study. on the examination and revising 
of licensing procedures, and the regulations 
governing commercial fishing. The present system 
of licensing will perpetuate the over~abundance 
of fishermen using the lake. Upon the completion 
of this study, the Ministry and fishermen should 
then examine the merits of possible changes of 
the present "territorial lines" or fishing zones. 


The studies conducted to date, such as the Long 
Point Bay Study, appear to indicate that in 
certain areas of the lake the yellow perch mature 
at a slower rate with final adult size somewhat 
smaller than perch in the main basin of the lake. 
An immediate further study should be conducted 

by the Ministry to determine the rate of growth 
and to what extent the perch are stunted in these 
areas. The Ministry might then review the 
"incidental catch" or the allowed 10% undersized 
catch for possible change. If it was determined 
that the growth rate of the perch was definitely 
slower and the final adult size smaller, the 
Ministry, together with the fishermen, could 
establish a different approach towards harvesting 
in these areas. The overall welfare and abundance 
of the perch community in the lake must, however, 
remain a paramount consideration. 


The Ministry, in consultation with the represent- 
atives of the Commercial Fishermen's Association, 
upon completion of a revised licensing and 
allocation system, should examine the establishment 
of. a "buy-back" program for fishing vessels. The 
vessel could be appraised by an independent 
appraiser and a fair market value established. 
Upon the voluntary withdrawal of an operator from 
the industry, the vessel could be purchased and 
then sold. The license that was held by the 
operator should then be surrendered, thus reducing 
the users of the resource. 


The Ministry should, through every avenue possible, 
expand research towards preserving and enhancing 

the quality of the water in the lake. The general 
continued depletion of oxygen in the water, coupled 
with toxic pollutants and biocides, possibly in 

time will create an imbalance in the lake's ecosystem. 
This deteriorated condition will undoubtedly bring 
about the termination of the commercial fishing 
industry and destroy a heritage entrusted to us for 
future generations. 


On March 24th the Minister wrote to us and said in 
Dart; 


"Your recommendations are supportive of 
this Ministry's activities or planned 
activities. I find nothing in your 
report what the Ministry of Natural 
Resources cannot accept." 


C102) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant's wife wrote to us in July, 1976 (her 
husband could neither read nor write) complaining that her 
husband had worked for the Ministry of Natural Resources for 
18 years and had used only about 4 to 6 days of his sick leave. 
She wrote that he became seriously ill in May, 1973, but was 
allowed only 8 days sick leave that he had accumulated in the 
previous year. She alleged that he was told he could accrue 
sick leave and that he was not told he would lose the credits 
if they were not used. 

During our Investigation, the Deputy Minitster*= told us that 
the complainant was a seasonal employee from 1956 to 1973, who 
worked approximately seven months a year. Attendance credits 
for such employees were granted on a yearly basis and could not 
normally be accrued. 

Our Investigator found that a policy had been set within 
the Ministry which permitted accrual of attendance credits for 
sick leave by Group 2 employees if the employee was re-employed 
within three months of a previous termination. The Benefits 
Policy Branch of the Civil Service Commission was not aware (one 
this policy within the Ministry but our Investigator was given 
assurance that the Commission was aware of the problem of 
attendance credits and other benefits for seasonal, recurring 
staff, and was studying the problem with the Ministry of Natural 
Resources. 

An Investigator confirmed with the Personnel Branch of the 
Ministry that the complainant was a seasonal, recurring employee 


of Group 2, unclassified staff. At the request Ok POUL 
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Investigator, documents relating to the complainant's service 
were sent to him from the Kirkland Lake office. An examination 
of the documents showed the complainant was, in fact, permitted 
to carry 4% days of sick leave from 1972 forward into 1973 when 
he became ill. Previous accruals of sick leave were not carried 
forward because of breaks in service greater than 90 days. 
Having considered the facts, we decided that we could not 
support the complainant as he had received more benefits than 


are permitted under The Public Services Act. 


(102) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant, a lawyer acting on behalf of his client, 
wrote to us complaining about pressure being put on his client 
by the Ministry. 

The pressure was in the form of a letterin which the 
Ministry had indicated to the complainant's client that 


"the unauthorized boathouse must be removed from 

the site at your expense within a period of three 
months from the date of this letter. Failure on 
your part to remove this structure and rehabilitate 
the site within the above specified time would leave 
us with no other alternative than to obtain a 
Minister's Order to have the structure removed." 


Our investigation revealed that the dispute between the 
complainant's client and his neighbour (who was also his 
brother-in-law) lhhad been going on for over three years. The 
dispute over the ownership of the boathouse, which we 
agreed was a matter to be resolved before the courts, 
started in 1967 when the complainant's client sold an 


adjoining lot to his brother-in-law. 


Apparently, there was a verbal agreement on the disposition 
of the boathouse. This was the basis for the disagreement between 
the complainant's client and his brother-in law over the past 
several years. The lawyer was incensed that the Ministry 


was trying to pressure his client into removing the 
boathouse. 


= 6610" = 


We informed the Ministry of our intention to investigate 
this matter and,at the same time, we requested that the boat- 
house not be removed until we had completed our investigation. 

In reply to our notice, the Deputy Minister stated in 
Dawe: 


"My Ministry did not wish to become involved 
initially in the dispute, so the two individuals 
concerned could hopefully resolve their 
differences without government intervention. 
Later, it became apparent that they could not 
resolve it among themselves, so we were forced 
tov cake some action .°. . ~Private’ structures 
erected over the beds of navigable waters 

(Grown Land) without authority are ‘contrary €0 
Section 27° (3) Of the Public Lands Act and’ are 
considered by my Ministry as unregulated use of 
Crown Land. We are gradually attempting to 
remedy these situations, but in many cases, 
nothing is being done provided the structures 
Gfornot iantertere of encroach on ttherrights of 
Otnere.. Ip this case,.the Location of the 
boatnouses as, in my Ministry's opinion, Inters 
fering with the rights of the adjoining property 
owner, so (the complainant's client) was 
requested to remove his boathouse. 


In order to allow adequate time for the Ombudsman 
to investigate and resolve this matter, I am 
prepared to withdraw any action until I have 
received further notification from you." 


Our Investigator met with Ministry officials and reviewed 
the pertinent Ministry files and maps relating to the boathouse. 
Our investigation revealed that the Ministry was, in fact, m1ose 
reluctant to get involved in the dispute over the boathouse; 
however, in spite of urging both parties to reach an amicable 
agreement, either by themselves or before the courts, the 
brother-in-law, through his lawyers, had put continued pressure 
on the Ministry to resolve the dispute. 

Upon completion of our investigation, we wrote to the 
Deputy Minister of Natural Resources and stated that we had 
suggested to the complainant that this long-standing dispute 
should go to trial as soon as possible. We indicated that, unless 
the dispute was resolved within a reasonable period of time, 
(which we hoped would not exceed six months), we would not be in 


a position to recommend that his Ministry further retrain 


from involving itself in the dispute. 
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We also confirmed that the Deputy Minister was agreeable 
to our recommendation that the Ministry not involve itself in 
the resolution of the boathouse dispute until the ownership 
question had been settled in court. We also recommended that 
if the Ministry at any time after July 31, 1977 decided to 
proceed to resolve the dispute, assuming it remained unsettled, 
it should notify ws of Sts antentions: 

The Ministry later advised us that it accepted our 
recommendation to allow the matter to be settled before the 
COURES. 

We were subsequently informed that the matter was scheduled 
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(URE SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant in this case was a cottager in a 
Provincial Park who leased the land on which his cottage was 
located from the Ministry. The lease had expired in 1975. 

Our investigation into the matter of this! ‘complainant's 
leasehold interests was initiated as the result of a letter of 
inquiry submitted to us on his behalf by his lawyer. | 

The lawyer contended that the complainant's lease, when 
last renewed with its new term commencing March 1, 1954 for 
a 2l-year period, did not contain an "option to renew” clause 
as had his previous lease. This meant that upon the expiry 
of his lease in 1975, the complainant would no longer be able 
to lease the lot from the Ministry. 

The complainant was aware that the Ministry had initiated 
a cottage phase-out policy for the Park in 1954 ,whereby lease- 
holders were limited to one further 2l-year term of renewal 
for their leases without any additional options for renewal 
being provided. However, he also indicated that his new lease 
had been renewed with its new term commencing March 1, 1954, 
although the Ministry's new policy had not been established 


until July of that same year. 
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During the course of our investigation, since the 
complainant's lease had expired, we requested that no steps be 
taken by Ministry officials to expedite or effect the removal 
of chattels from the complainant's cottage. The request was 
accepted. 

Subsequent to this, our Ifvestigator met with officials 
of the Ministry including the Director of the Lands Administration 
Branch and the Executive Director of the Division of Lands. 

Shortly after this meeting, the complainant was advised 
by the Ministry that, after further consideration and on the 
basis that its new Park Policy had not been established 
until after his lease had been issued, a new renewal lease 
had been approved for his lot in the Park. 

As a result, the complainant will be able to remain a 


leaseholder in the Provincial Park until the mid-1990's. 
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Finally, where a person dealing with a non-resident 
contractor fails to either obtain a duplicate certificate 
or deduct 3% of the amount payable and pay it to the 
Treasurer of Ontario, the person is personally liable for 
payment of the tax imposed by the Act. The complainant, 
unfortunately, having been ignorant of these provisions, 
failedeither to obtain a certificate orto pay the 3% deposit. 
Our investigation disclosed that the Ministry had 
dealt fairly with the complainant in that it had expressed its 
willingness to accept that the complainant had complied with 
the statutory requirements providing he made payment to 
the Treasurer of Ontario of an amount representing 3% of 
the reduced contract amount, by reason of the contractor's 
imability vo Bulli wy nis obtidqations: | 
To ensure that other unwary purchasers were not caught 
in the same position, our Director of Research spoke to the 
Northern Affairs Officer in Kenora who agreed to deal with 
the obligations imposed on purchasers by The Retail Sales 
Tax Act in both his weekly radio show and his newspaper 


column. 


(10'S) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


During the private hearings our Office held ina Northern Ontario 
city, three people brought to our attention similar complaints 
concerning their ineligibility tovobtatn grants under. Ine 
Ontario Home Buyers Grant Act, 1975,administered by the 
Ministry of Revenue. This Act provides for the payment of 
grants of up to $1,500 to first time home buyers. 

The three complainants purchased mobile homes in 
September, 1975, and then applied for the housing ownership 
grants. In making application, they were required to submit 
documents to show proof of ownership. In order to get these 
documents, they had to apply to the Plans Administration 
Division of the Ministry of Housing. As these documents 
were not made available prior to the expiration date of the 


Home Buyers Grant Program in December, 1975, the complainants 
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believed that their applications for the grants were denied 
due to a 4 month delay on the part of the Ministry of Housing. 
When consent for the grants was finally obtained from the 
Ministry of Housing in January, 1976, the complainants felt 
that some provision should be made for them to be considered 
eligible for the grants. 

During our investigation, we discovered that the delay 
was caused by insufficient information on the initial appli- 
cations of the complainants which, in turn, delayed the 
receipt of necessary recommendation consents from the various 
provincial, municipal and local agencies. Since the lengthy 
delay was not the result of any lack of effort on the part 
of the Ministry of Housing, they suggested that this situation 
might be explained to the Ministry of Revenue in an attempt 
to have an extension granted to the complainants. 

At‘°a meeting with an official of the Ministry of Revenue, 
our Investigator learned that, contrary to the complainant's 
belief that they were denied the grants because the deadline 
had passed, the actual reason for their ineligibility was that 
the mobile homes did not meet the Canadian Standards Associa- 
tion standards as required by The Ontario Home Buyers Grant 
Act. Since the Ministry of Revenue had acted in accordance 
with a law designed to protect the consumer, we concluded 
that, prior to purchasing their mobile homes, the complainants 
should have been aware of the standards which had to be met 
in order for a mobile home to be eligible for a grant. MThe 
complainants were advised by letter of the results of our 
investigation and the reason why they were deemed ineligible 


for Home Buyers Grants. 
(106) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This problem was similar to more than TOOPOntar.o, Home 
Buyers Grant complaints that our office had or has under 
investigation. 

The complainant and his wife purchased a house within 
the eligibility period, however, Prior co «losing, tie 


mortgage company advised the complainant that the mortgage 
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money would be forthcoming only if the complainant's father 
became co-owner of the property. 

The complainant, anticipating that he would be refused 
the grant because his father already owned a home (which 
would disqualify the former in light of Section 2(2) of the 
Act),had his lawyer draft a Declaration of Trust demonstrating. 
that the interest the father held "to the property, is as 
nominee and not as beneficial owner." 

Notwithstanding this Declaration, the complainant was 
refused the grant. He then asked our Office for assistance. 

In September, 1976, our Office advised the Ministry of 
our intention to investigate this matter. 

After several conversations with the complainant and the 
‘Ministry's Director of the Guaranteed Income and Tax Credit 
Branch, and after the complainant had submitted additional 
documentation to the Ministry, the problem was resolved in 


his favour, and he received the grant. 


(bile) yi) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant, a former estate assessor with the 
Ministry, wrote to us claiming that he had been unjustly 
dismissed after eight months probationary employment. 

Our Deputy Legal Officer researched the complaint and 
subsequently advised the complainant that he did not qualify 
for a hearing before the Public Service Grievance Board as 
he was not employed continuously during the twelve months 
preceeding his dismissal. However, we pointed out to the 
complainant that it was possible that he could be given a 
hearing by the Board under The Crown Employees Collective 
Bargaining Act, and the complainant was advised to make an 
application to the Board under that Act. 

We were subsequently advised that a representative of 
the Ontario Public Service Employees Union had acted 
voluntarily for the complainant before the Grievance 
Settlement Board, and that at a hearing the complainant's 


grievance was upheld and the Ministry was directed to reinstate 
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the complainant. 

As the complainant did not wish to return to the Ministry 
at that time, and since the Ministry, although willing, was 
reluctant to reinstate him, both parties negotiated a cash 
settlement of $4,500 which was paid to the complainant. 

This figure represented an amount equal to the complainant's 
out-of-pocket losses when calculated as lost income, minus 
earnings from his new job, together with Unemployment Insurance 


Benefits. 


(108) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant operated a store and gas station on an 
Indian Reserve. In 1947, the Province introduced a system 
to provide tax-exempt gasoline to native people living on 
reserves in Ontario. Initially, only native people resident 
on a reserve could obtain tax-exempt gasoline. The program 
was later expanded to include Band members who resided off 
the reserve; however, the sale of gasoline had to take 
place on a reserve to be tax-exempt, regardless of the 
purchaser's place of residence. 

The complainant refused to participate in the program 
because he felt that the Indian Band of which he was a member 
was a sovereign nation as defined by the Haldimand Deed of 
1784. Believing that the treaty entitled the Band to 
perpetual sovereignty, he refused to recognize any external 
authority, including all levels of government in Canada. An 
acceptance of the proposed system would, he felt, be interpreted 
as an acknowledgement by him of The Indian Act and would signify 
a loss of sovereignty. 

Competing gasoline outlets on the Reserve were using the 
tax-exempt system, and, with a price difference of 19¢ per 
Gallon, Ene complainant's business dropped off sharply. This 
in turn seriously affected the business his grocery store 
received. 

Representatives of our Rural, Agricultural & Municipal 


Services Directorate met with the Director and staff members 
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of the Gasoline Tax Branch of the Ministry,and determined 
that the Ministry was legally justified in exerting its 
authority over vendors of gasoline on Reserves in the 
Province. 

The complainant contended that he should not be precluded 
from selling tax-exempt gasoline solely because of his 
belief in the sovereignty of his Band. The Ministry, however, 
stated that it could make no exceptions. The system was 
working properly, officials said, and if they were to give 
authority to the complainant to operate on his own it would 
be unfair to others who adhered to the system and found it 
to be a workable one. | 

As apossible solution to his problem, we suggested to 
the complainant that we might be able to obtain a letter from 
the Minister of Revenue to the effect that his participation 
in the tax-exempt gasoline program would not be interpreted 
as a rejection of his belief in the sovereignty of his Band. 
We then approached the Ministry and asked if this idea would 
be acceptable to them. The Ministry was agreeable to such 
any arrangemenc. 

The complainant subsequently received such a letter from 
the Minister and agreed to participate in the system. 
Ministry officials assisted the complainant in establishing 
the system at his gasoline outlet and the complainant is 


now participating in the Ontario tax-exempt gasoline program. 


MINISTRY OF THE 
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GiOo) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant contacted our office with several 
allegations against various persons and organizations 
pertaining to the death of his son who was killed in a car- 
train collision in February, 1975. The general thrust of the 
complainant was that he thought that the conduct of the 
Coroner's Office had been improper. 

The complainant subsequently provided our office with 
numerous documents which indicated that he had received an 
extensive explanation from the Chief Coroner's Office 
regarding the allegations made concerning the manner in which 
an autopsy was performed on his son and various other matters 
which took place subsequent to his son's death. Our investi- 
gation centered primarily on his complaint against the 
Coroner's Office, however, to be of assistance to us, the 
Niagara Regional Police Force voluntarily made available to 
us their entire report into the death of the complainant's son. 

Our Investigator spoke with the Deputy Chief Coroner and 
several other Coroners involved in the matter and discussed 
the matter in detail with officials of the Coroner's Office. 

During our investigation we made preliminary inquiries 
with the Coroner's Office, based on humanitarian grounds, 
and at the request of the complainant, to see if it would be 
possible to exhume the complainant's son's body and perform 
a second autopsy in the hope that this course of action would 
once and for all satisfy the complainant. The Chief Coroner 
indicated to us that there would be nothing to be gained by 
exhuming the son's body. 

Our report to the complainant outlined in detail the 
results of the autopsy performed on his son and we indicated 
that the cause of death was shock from a severely fractured 
skull and laceration of the brain. 

The complainant had also indicated to us his extreme 
displeasure that an autopsy on his son had been performed 
without his permission. We indicated to the complainant 
that had an autopsy not been performed, he might have had 


a valid criticism of the Coroners Office. 
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We pointed out to the complainant that Section 23(1) 
of The Coroner's Act states: 

"A Coroner may at anytime during an invest- 
igation or inquest issue his warrant for a 
post mortum examination of the body, an 
analysis of the blood, urine or other 
contents of the stomach and intestines, 

or such other examinations or analysis 

as the circumstances warrant." 

We indicated to the complainant that our lengthy invest- 
igation had revealed that he had received extensive personal 
explanations from various officials of the Coroner's Office 
concerning his son's tragic accident, and that we had 
concluded that a second inquest would serve no useful purpose. 
| We summed up our report by advising the complainant that 
we could find no basis for his complaint about the actions and 
conduct of officials of the Coroner's Office and we indicated 
that we felt they had been more than fair in trying to make 


the complainant aware of the facts surrounding his son's death. 
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C1210) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant wrote to us complaining that the Ministry 
of Transportation and Communications had owed his company 
$43,000 plus interest from 1960. 

The complainant contended that in 1958, his company was 
awarded a contract with the then Department of Highways to 
construct a bridge on a highway. Under the terms of the contract, 
the company was to perform all the concrete work, footings, tiers, 
and concrete work on the steel bridge approaches and drainage. 

The company worked through the winter but was unable to 
complete work on the bridge and approaches because of a delay 
caused by a steel contractor. 

The complainant alleged that he was assured by an engineer 
in the Claims Department of the then Department of Highways that 
his company would be compensated for the standby time until it 
could complete its work. 

Apparently, by the summer of 1960, the sum allegedly owed 
to the company was approximately $87,000 but the then Department 
of Highways paid only half that amount. The complainant reluc- 
tanly accepted this amount of money but he maintained that the 
Ministry of Transportation and Communications still owed his 
firm a large sum of money. 

We notified the Ministry of our intention to investigate 
this matter and our Investigator spoke with the complainant on 
several occasions and wrote him requesting that he compile and 
submit to our Office documentation to support his claim. 

Our Investigator also spoke with the Assistant Claims 
Engineer of the Ministry who told us that the engineer who the 
complainant alleged had assured him that his company would be 
compensated for standby time had died. 

From our review of all the available documentation, it 
appeared that the claims engineer and an assistant internal 
auditor with the then Department of Highways had conceded that 
the complainant's equipment rentals claim had some basis and, 
as a result, it was recommended that $31,612.45 be offered to 


the complainant as a fair settlement for the claim. This offer 
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had been accepted by the complainant on behalf of his company 
and he had signed a release form. The complainant had signed 
another release form regarding labour costs for the suspension 
of operations during a period of time in 1959. The Ministry had 
offered $3,831.12 as a settlement of the claim and this amount 
had been accepted by the complainant. 

In addition, the complainant had signed another release 
form regarding standby time for a period of time in 1960. Again, 
the claims engineer for the then Department of Highways had 
agreed that the contractor was entitled to some return on the 
equipment which was idle through no fault of his own. The 
claims engineer had recommended that $64,446.93 be offered to 
the complainant as payment for all claims due to a delay by a 
steel company in erecting the steel pursuant to another contract. 
The complainant had also accepted this offer. 

The complainant had signed another release form in 1961 
representing an additional construction cost. The complainant's 
contractor claimed $950.99. He was paid this amount in full 
as a complete and final settlement of this claim. 

We noted that the complainant had agreed to settle has 
claims on the basis of the offers made by the Ministry of 
Transportation and Communications. Further, the complainant 
not only received a total of $100,841.49 but there was no 
evidence to indicate that he had been dissatisfied with the 
settlement claims prior to or at the time of signing the release 
forms. | 

We concluded that there was no evidence to demonstrate that 
the Ministry still owed the complainant $43,000 plus interest 
from 1960. 


Cl) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint related to the widening of a street which 
caused the hill on the complainant's next door neighbour's 
property to become higher and closer to the road than it had 
been originally. The complainant contended that the hill 
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obstructed his view of on-coming traffic when he drove out 
Otehismdrivewayeonto the Street. He stated Chat the ob- 
struction of the view was worse during the winter months when 
ice and snow piled up on the hill. 

Another facet of the complainant's problem was a sign 
located very close to his property which indicated a 50 m.p.h. 
speed limit zone. The complainant stated that most drivers 
had speeded up by the time they reached his house and this made 
VEMEVEN MOLE WaLELicult to get into the flow of traffic from 
his driveway. The complainant told us that a suitable solution 
to the problem would be to have the Ministry remove the Hac: 

An Investigator visited the complainant's property on 
several occasions, and took photographs. They indicated that 
as long as the complainant could bring his vehicle to the 
edge of the road there would be no obstruction of his view of 
on-coming traffic. 

However, our investigator's discussion with the Ministry 
resulted in the 50 m.p.h. speed limit sign being removed and 
a 35 m.p.h. speed limit sign replacing it. This action was 
initiated to limit the speed of traffic passing the driveway 
so that the complainant's entry and exit to and from his pro- 
perty could be performed more safely. 

We concluded that the hill did not obstruct the complain- 
ant's view of on-coming traffic as long as he drove his vehicle 
to the edge of the road. We therefore concluded that we could 


not support his request to have the hill removed. 


a2) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant purchased a car on October HOt ,- L975; 
from a private individual and the documents necessary to effect 
the change of ownership were completed and submitted to the 
Ministry within the required time period. 

The transfer of ownership was recorded in the Ministry's 
manual files, but, through an error, the information did’? not 


appear on the computer records as of February 19th, 1976. 
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On that date the complainant's car broke down not far from 

his home while he was on his way to work. He left the car 

on the street for three days and did not notify the local 
police department. When he returned for the car, he dis- 
covered that it had been towed away and impounded by the police. 

The police had received a complaint on February 21, 1976, 
that the car had been left on the ‘street ‘for two days.) Prior 
to removing the car, the police attempted to locate the owner. 
They contacted the Ministry and were given the name and address 
of the former owner, as the change of ownership had not been 
entered in the computer. The police were not able to locate 
that individual and the car was treated as having been 
abandoned. 

The complainant's cost of recovering his car from the 
pound was $56.00 and he complained to our office that he did 
not think it was fair for him to have to pay $56.00 when the 
Ministry had failed to give to the police the proper infor- 
mation concerning the registration of his car. 

We advised the Ministry of our intention to investigate 
this complaint and it responded by conceding that there had 
been an error on their part, but 1 pointediout. hac: 

1) it as\ an offence to park on a highway fon more: than 

three hours at a time; 

2) the complainant had left his car on the highway for 

three days without attempting to move it; and 

3). the complainant did not notify the police that his 

vehicle. was disabled. 

For these reasons, the Ministry offered to pay 50% of 
the complainant's costs. This proposal was initially rejected 


by the complainant, but he later accepted it. 


Gi): SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant contacted our office in order to have her 
driver's licence re-instated. She had been involved in an 


automobile accident as a result of which a judgment was 
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registered against her for $2,000. The complainant was an 
uninsured driver. 

Our investigation revealed that the driver's licence of 
the complainant was under suspension in accordance with Section 
13004) Mof ThesHaghway Traffic Act because the outstanding judg- 
ment against her was unsatisfied. Although the complainant had 
declared personal bankruptcy in June, Section 138(1) specifically 
requires that before a driver's licence can be renewed or issued, 
such a judgment must be "satisfied or discharged, otherwise than 
by a discharge in bankruptcy." 

Our Investigator learned that the complainant was unemployed 
and required her driver's licence in order to obtain employment 
and he therefore contacted the lawyers representing the other 
driver's insurance company in order to establish a minimal 
monthly repayment schedule. 

The insurance company's lawyers agreed that due to the 
complainant's unemployed status, they would accept payments 
from the complainant of $20 a month on account of the judgment. 
They agreed that upon receipt of 12 post-dated cheques they 
would contact the Ministry so as to have the complainant's 


driver's licence re-instated. 


(114) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was brought to our ace nt ional OU uprl vale 
hearings held in a town in Northeastern Ontario. The complain- 
ant had also contacted his M.P.P. concerning his problem. 

In 1969, the complainant was granted permission by the 
then Department of Highways to have 90 “feet of drainage, tile 
installed at the entrance to his commercial driveway. This 
tile was not installed correctly and, as a result, water did 
not properly. drain off his property. In an effort, to control 
the effect of the high water on his property, the complainant 
paved his entrance way, including a portion of the entrance 


that technically belonged to the Department of Highways, and 
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thus widened the entrance. Prior to paving the entrance, 

the complainant had been warned by the Ministry not to pave 

the Ministry's right-of-way, since the widening of the entrance 
would create a high-speed entrance and thereby increase the 
risk of accidents. | 

When the Ministry discovered that the complainant had 
paved its right-of-way, it instructed the complainant to place 
curbing along the boundary of the entrance to correct this 
hazardous situation. When this was not done, the Ministry 
advised the complainant that it would remove the pavement and 
30 feet of drainage tile. The Ministry advised the complainant 
that he would be responsible for the cost of this work. 

The complainant requested our immediate assistance since 
he was afraid that the Ministry would take this action shortly. 
We called the District Office of the Ministry to request that 
the removal of the paving and the 30 feet of drainage tile be 
delayed until a representative from our Office had investi- 
gated the matter. A meeting at the site was then arranged 
with officials of the Ministry, the complainant and an 
Investigator. 

The Ministry was quite willing to find a possible al- 

ternative to the removal of the pavement and drainage tile 
so that several compromise solutions were discussed. One 
alternative proposed by our Investigator was to remove only 
the paving on the Ministry's right-of-way and to put a solid 
white line around the boundary of the Ministry entrance. 
Since this suggestion was acceptable to both the complainant 
and the Ministry officials, we recommended that this solution 
be considered as an alternative to the removal of the 30 feet 
of drainage tile and the paving. 

The Ministry agreed to implement the proposed solution 
but reserved the right to review the matter again if this 
solution did not alleviate the problem of the hazardous 


entrance way. 
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CEES) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant was an employee of a Hospital Disaster 
Deatiemebecalsenheshad failed ito payesome traktic sftines his 
driver's licence had been suspended by the Ministry. This 
suspension caused him great concern since he was not only 
a member of the emergency relief team at the hospital but he 
was also on 24-hour call for which he required his chauffeur's 
licence. 

Because of the unique type of work in which this indivi- 
dual was involved, a member of our staff contacted the Supervisor 
of Defaulted Fines Control Centre, Ministry of the Attorney- 
General, who promptly arranged for a temporary licence for the 
complainant. This consideration was given so that the usual 
10-day waiting period for reinstatement could be avoided. 

The complainant was unable to get to the Driver Control 
offices of the Ministry of Transportation and Communications 
to pick up this licence before it closed due to the distance 
and time constraints and since it was a Friday afternoon. 
Consequently a member of our staff made arrangements to pick 
up his licence for him that afternoon. The complainant 
visited our Office later that evening and picked up his 


licence. 


(I 6) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant was first interviewed at one of our 
private hearings. He advised us that eight years betore va 
section of the highway running through his property was 
widened and upgraded by the Ministry. The complainant stated 
that approximately six years later the widening and upgrading 
was continued to a point just north of his property. He 
contended that at the point where the two paved projects 
connected, the connection of the shoulders and the drainage 
ditch had not been completed, leaving a gap of about 100 feet. 


This, he alleged, had resulted in excessive drainage from the 
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highway onto his property. 

The complainant asked us to have the Ministry complete 
this section of the shoulder and ditch so as to remedy the 
drainage problem and to enhance the beauty of the land on this 
stretch of the highway adjacent to his property. 

The complainant's second contention was that when the 
road widening was being carried out, the Ministry's workmen 
cut down two large hard maple trees which were situated on 
his property. He requested that the Ministry plant three new 
trees 15-20 feet in height to replace the two which had been 
destroyed. | 

Our Investigator met with the complainant and visited 
the sites in contention. Several pictures were taken of the 
drainage area, and of the remnants of the trees allegedly 
destroyed by the Ministry. 

Later that day, our Investigator met with the Regional 
Director of the Ministry to discuss the complainant's con- 
tentions. At this meeting, the Regional Director viewed the 
photographs taken by our Investigator and agreed that the 
ditch between the two sections of constructed highway, adjacent 
to the complainant's property, was in need of grading to 
facilitate drainage. 

With respect to the complainant's second problem, the 
Regional Director indicated that the Ministry would be willing 
to make a settlement with him for the loss of the trees on 
his property. He suggested that the Ministry would be willing 
either to pay the complainant for the cost of the trees and 
a reasonable amount for maintenance, or it would pay a nursery 
for the cost of such trees and the nursery would be responsible 
for the maintenance of the trees for a reasonable period of 
time. It was decided in both instances that the complainant 
would be given the option to choose his own trees. 

Our Investigator then contacted the complainant who 


expressed his satisfaction with the Ministry's proposals. 
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GIp1s7,) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


We received a number of complaints from married women who 
were experiencing difficulties in attempting to have the 
Ministry issue drivers' licences to them in their maiden names. 

In each case, the complainant was separated from her 
husband and had decided to revert informally to her maiden name. 
When the complainant applied to the Ministry for a new driver's 
licence in her maiden name, she received a form letter from the 
Ministry indicating that before a licence in her maiden name 
would be issued, the Ministry would require either a copy of a 
courtsorder junder The Change of Name Act or a copyof a Decree 
Absolute finalizing her divorce. 

During the course of our investigation of these complaints, 
our Director of Research examined the relevant provisions of 
miep@hnange or, NamevAct and considered the study papenrentirtled 
"A Woman's Name" réleased by the Ontario Law Reform Commission 
in October of 1975. We also contacted the Director of Legal 
Services for the Ministry, the Assistant Deputy Minister, as 
well as the Legal Research Officer who had prepared the above- 
mentioned study paper for the Ontario Law Reform Commission. 

The Ministry took the position which is supported by present 
legislation and case law that an informal reversion to a woman's 
Maiden name is not a right that is "legally" recognized under 
Ontario law. The Ministry took this position notwithstanding 
the fact that a married woman may choose to be known for general 
purposes in the community by a name other than her married name 
provided this is not done with an intention» to -defraud others. 

We were of the view that while the Ministry's decision not 
to issue drivers' licences to married women in their maiden 
Names is legally correct, such) a decisionvis in the words of 
Section 22(1)(b) of The Ombudsman Act, 1975: 


"in accordance with a rule of law or a 
provision of any Act... that is or 
may be unreasonable, unjust, oppressive, 
or improperly discriminatory." 


We carefully considered whether the Ombudsman should make 


a recommendation pursuant to Section 22(3) (e) of The Ombudsman 
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Act, 1975, that the relevant provisions of The Change of Name 

Act. be reconsidered. )in deciding whether or not to make such 

a recommendation, we gave careful consideration to the Ontario 
Law Reform Commission study which dealt with the decision by 
women to retain their maiden names at marriage or to revert to 
their maiden names after a period of using their husbands' 

names. We noted that the Commission was at that time preparing 
its final report and recommendation for legislative change 

which was to be tabled in the Legislature by the Attorney-General. 

We were advised that once the Commission's final report had 
been tabled, it would be referred to both the Justice Policy 
Field for detailed consideration and to Legislative Counsel to 
draft the suggested legislation. We concluded that if the 
legislation was approved by the Legislature, the Ministry would, 
of course, be bound by whatever provisions affect its operations 
and would be unable to pursue a policy which would be at variance 
with the legislation. However, should the recommended legislative 
changes not be implemented, we informed the Ministry that we would 
be fully prepared to make a specific recommendation pursuant to 
Our ACT. 

At a later date, we informed the complainants that the Law 
Reform Commission's report had been tabled by the Attorney-General 
in the Legislature on November 10, 1976 but that a representative 
of the Ministry of the Attorney-General had advised us that it 
was not known whether or not the Ministry would introduce 
legislation in response to the study. We also made arrangements 
to have a members of the Ontario Law Reform Commission send 


copies of the study to the complainants. 


(118) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant sought our assistance in obtaining year- 
round radio-telephone service from the Ontario Northland 
Transportation Commission for his winter and summer camping 
business located on an island on a lake in Northern Ontario. 
He had been unable to obtain the service on the ground that 


the facilities were full. 
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He questioned the Commission's allocation system which 
had resulted in service being provided to summer residents 
whose radio-telephones are idle except during the summer, 
while his business could not obtain year-round service. He 
had arranged with a neighbouring summer resident to use his 
radio-telephone between October and March but this was an 
unsatisfactory arrangement. The complainant had contacted 
HicwMelses polos to: bringing his problem: to us. 

A member of our staff contacted the Commission and 
learned that the Traffic and Commercial Superintendent, 
Telecommunications Systems, wished to meet with the complainant. 
The General Manager indicated that the complainant was next in 
line for year-round radio-telephone service and that it was 
possible that service would be made available to him shortly 
because someone with service might be surrendering it. 

Shortly thereafter, the complainant informed us that he 
had met with the Traffic and Commercial Superintendent and 
had been provided with radio-telephone service. He appreciated 
our having contacted the Commission which, in his view, expedited 


his receiving service. 
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MINISTRY, OF 


TREASURY ECONOMICS AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 


- 682 - 
(119) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint concerned the manner in which the 
Ministry of Treasury, Economics and Intergovernmental Affairs 
conducted its preliminary investigation into the affairs of 
a Utilities Commission. 

The complainant pointed out that in early 1975 he had 
requested; by way of petition, a Commission’ of Inquiry anto 
thevattatrsvor a certain: Public*Utilities Commissions Arter a 
review of the issues, the position of the Ministry was that the 
evidence did not demonstrate irregular, illegal or unauthorized 
transactions or payments by the Utilities Commission. Consequent- 
ly, it was decided that a full inquiry would not be necessary. 

However, during the Ministry's preliminary investigation, 
the complainant was not interviewed by Ministry employees 
notwithstanding the fact that he had requested the inquiry. 
Invlight ofvthis .~he wrote to our office contending that “the 
Ministry's preliminary investigation should be reopened and 
that he should be interviewed. 

After the Ministry had been notified of our intention to 
investigate this matter, our Investigator met with the Director 
of the Central Ontario Regional Office on a number of occasions. 
He agreed to consider reopening the preliminary investigation 
provided that the complainant could furnish him with new 
evidence that would demonstrate the wrongdoings of the 
Utilities Commission. 

Subsequently, our Investigator met with the complainant, 
who provided information about various aspects of the 
Utilities Commission which he found disturbing. 

At a later date, our Investigator met with the Director 
of the Central Ontario Regional Office again and the Director 
reviewed the documents which were submitted to him by the 
complainant in order to determine whether there was any basis 
upon which the Ministry should reopen its investigation. 

In addition, our Investigator forwarded to a Ministry 
lawyer information relevant to this problem. At this time 
it was unclear as to whether or not the Ministry's investigation 


would be reopened because the decision depended upon the 
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complainant furnishing the Ministry with new and relevant 
information. 

Shortly thereafter, the Assistant Deputy Minister wrote 
to our Investigator stating that the complainant had been 
interviewed and that brief discussions had been held with some 
members of the Utilities Commission and that further 
discussions with the members of the Commission were planned 
for the near future. 

Later, our Investigator learned that the Ministry's 
investigation had been reopened and a complete investigation 
of every point raised by the complainant had been conducted. 

Subsequently, we received a Ministry statement regarding 
its inguiry into the affairsof the Utilities Commission and 
also a copy of its report pertaining to each specific 
allegation made by the complainant. 

After a careful review of the statement and report on 
each allegation, we found that the Ministry had acted in a 
responsible manner in regard to this complaint, and we concurred 
with the Ministry's position that the evidence did not 


demonstrate that a Commission of Inquiry was warranted. 


(E20) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


A number of complainants contacted our Office concerning 
the effects of the Parkway Belt West Draft Plan on their 
specific properties. The Parkway Belt West stretches 
from Hamilton/Dundas to Markham and is a land use plan 
which provides for certain transportation, communications, 
utility corridors, public open space areas, and affects 
lands in twenty regional and local municipalities. 

Because of the nature of the complaints they were all 
dealt with by our Rural, Agricultural and Municipal Services 
Directorate. The complainants who wrote or visited our 
Office expressed concerns about loss of development potential, 
inability to obtain building permits and severances, down- 


zoning Of property, and the inability to sell their property 
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on the open market due to the Province's intention to 
acquire the land at some undetermined date. 

Although we reviewed each complaint independently, 
we found that there was a common element throughout that 
the draft development plan had inhibited the owner from 
uSing his or her property in a manner which they desired. 

The Parkway Belt West falls under The Parkway Belt Act 
and The Ontario Planning and Development Act, and is admin- 
istered through the Ministry of Treasury, Economics and 
Intergovernmental Affairs. Due to procedures spelled 
out in the latter Act, it was found that these complaints 
were outside the jurisdiction of the Ombudsman. 

The Ontario Planning and Development Act calls for 
hearings on the draft development plan. After the hearings 
are held, the hearing officers present their report to 
the Minister. The Minister, in receiving the report, does 
not take any implementing action. It is the Cabinet which 
makes the final decision to implement the plan. Section 6(8) 
of The Ontario Planning and Development Act states: 


"After giving consideration to the comments 
received and the report or reports, if there 
is more than one, of the hearing officer, the 
Minister shall submit the proposed development 
plan with his recommendations thereon to the 
Lieutenant Governor in Council". 


Therefore, the Act gives most of the power to the 
Cabinet rather than to the Minister. Approval and implement- 
ation of the plan is more a Cabinet process (Executive 
process) than a ministerial process. 

Because of the process outlined in the Act, our 
jurisdiction to investigate any complaints which fall under 
this Act are effectively and practically precluded, as 
section 14(b) of The Ombudsman Act, 1975 states: 


"This Act does not apply to deliberations 
and proceedings of the Executive Council 
or any committee thereof." 


Since our Office was precluded from taking any action 
concerning the matters raised, the complainants were advised 


to seek legal counsel if they wished to pursue their 


complaints further. 
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WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION BOARD 
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GL21) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant stated that while working on the 
construction of the Welland Canal in 1929, he had injured 
his back and had been unable to secure steady employment 
Since that time. The Workmen's Compensation Board gave 
the complainant benefits for a one month period immediately 
following the accident while he was recovering from his 
injuries, and in 1972, it awarded him a pension for back 
problems retroactive to 1948. 

The complainant requested that we focus our investigation 
on the degree of disability from which he was presently suffering 
as a result of his accident,and his claim to have his 
pension backdated to 1929. 

During the course of our investigation, we determined 
that the complainant was admitted to hospital immediately 
following the accident and was treated for a fractured leg. 
Approximately one month later, while the complainant was 
still in hospital, his wife was admitted to hospital. While 
Giving Dire tO thelr first child; the complainants wife 
died. Subsequently, the complainant left the hospital with 
the baby and moved out of the province to his parents' farm 
where he had remained. 

The complainant stated that he has been unable to carry 
on with the work required at the farm because of his back 
disability and has always required the assistance of hired 
hands. The complainant also stated that he often was 
required to rest because of back pain. 

Our Investigator attempted to ascertain the specific 
kinds of medical treatment the complainant received between 
1929 and 1948 for his back disability but the only available 
information was the complainant's statement that he had 
seen some Chiropractors in the 1930's. He was unable to 
remember the names of any of the Chiropractors. 

Consequently, we could not substantiate the complainant's 


contention that he was disabled between 1929 and 1948. 
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In 1948, the complainant was admitted to hospital for 
treatment for his back. The medical reports dating from 
then to the present indicated that the worker was suffering 
from minor back problems which had become worse over the 
years. It was, however, impossible to determine to what 
extent the complainant's problems were related to his 
accident and to what extent they are related to his advancing 
age. The complainant was in his 70's when he came to us. 

As a result of our investigation, we found that the 


decision of the Workmen's Compensation Board had been fair. 


Cl22) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant who was away from work as a result of 
a knee disability and collecting Workmen's Compensation 
benefits, had encountered two problems in connection with 
his claim. 

His first problem was that his cheques were being 
issued on a very irregular basis, and it was only after 
contacting his M.P.P. that his cheques would be brought up 
to date and arrive regularly for a few weeks. His second 
problem was that his doctor had recommended an arthroscopy 
of his knee and requested the Board's authorization to 
proceed but two months later, the physician had not received 
a reply from the Board and consequently, this treatment had 
not been carried out. 

Our Investigator contacted the Board and learned that 
the complainant had a prior claim in which an appeal had 
been launched. Consequently, both the prior claim and the 
current claim, which was being used for purposes of cross- 
reference, had been referred to the Appeals Branch for a 
decision. For this reason, all action on the most current 
claim had been delayed. At the time of our Investigator's 
contact with the Board, a decision had been reached on the 
initial claim, and the most current claim was returned to 


the Claims Department to have the payments brought up to 


a ere 


date. By mid-December, the complainant was receiving his 
cheques regularly, his doctor had been notified that he 

could proceed with the arthroscopy, and the necessary 
arrangements were being made to have him admitted to hospital. 

The complainant again contacted our Investigator in 
January, 1977, stating that he had been informed by the 
Board that he was to attend at the Board's Medical Branch 
for an 11:00 a.m. phySical examination. The complainant 
said that these arrangements were not suitable, as the bus, 
his only means of transportation from his home to Toronto, 
did not leave London for Teronto until 11:05 a.m. 

Our Investigator brought this problem to the attention 
of the Board and the Board made the necessary arrangements 
to enable the complainant to take the bus to Toronto on 
the day preceding his appointment, and to stay in a hotel 
in Toronto overnight, so that he could keep his appointment 
at 11:00 a.m. the following day. Because the complainant 
was not familiar with Toronto, it was agreed that he could 
take a taxi cab, at the Board's expense, from the bus 
Station to his hotel, from his: hotel to the Board"s offices 
and back to the bus station. As well, the Board reimbursed 


thes complainant for his return bus fare. 


EPA) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant, while in the employ of a Manitoba 
drilling firm operating in Northern Ontario and covered 
under The Ontario Workmen's Compensation Board Act, suffered a 
finger injury in 1974, and received compensation benefits 
for the period he was away from work. The complainant 
stated that he then went to work in Yellowknife, Northwest 
Territories, and in 1975, experienced further problems with 
his finger which required corrective surgery. The complainant 
submitted the appropriate forms to the Ontario Workmen's 
Compensation Board, but in November, 1976, he had still 


not received any compensation for the four week period he 
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was away from work in 1975. 

Our Investigator's contact with the Board revealed 
that a new claim had been instituted for the complainant's 
most recent layoff but the Board was unable to issue payment, 
as it was unaware of the complainant's address. Our 
Investigator advised the Board that the complainant's most 
recent disability was a recurrence of his original accident 
and that the new claim should be amalgamated into the prior 
claim. The Board was also advised of the complainant's new 
address and in December, 1976, the complainant was advanced 


$500.00 under the original claim. 


(124) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


Almost 20 years ago, the complainant was working in a 
mine when he slipped and strained his lower back while 
trying to place a drilling machine. The complainant was 
paid temporary total benefits for two weeks, and temporary 
partial benefits for another two weeks as compensation for 
this "Minor injury. After this period Of one month, the 
complainant's physician determined that he was capable of 
returning to work, and the file was accordingly closed. 
However, fourteen years later, the complainant initiated an 
appeal for further benefits contending that since the accident, 
he had not been able to hold a steady job because of continuing 
back problems. 

The complainant had exhausted all his appeal rights 
at the Board but was consistently denied any entitlement 
to further benefits. We interviewed the complainant in 
French on two different occasions when our Office held 
Private hearings. “Further communication in the complainant. s 
mother tongue of French took place over the telephone. 

Our investigation revealed that the complainant worked 
intermittently for a number of different mines for about two 
years after the accident. Then he suffered a non-compensable 


heart attack, and had not worked since. The complainant 


=" 652 e5 


had been admitted to hospital and treated many times for 
various medical problems such as coronary artery disease, 
mycarditis, duodenal ulcer and hiatus hernia. 

A careful review of all the medical information on the 
file, including reports from the complainant's own doctors, 
disclosed that the complainant had been unable to work 
because of the above problems which were not related to his 
compensable injury of twenty years ago. The unanimous 
opinion of the 15 doctors who treated the complainant was 
that there was nothing seriously wrong with his back. 

Before the final decision was made with respect to 
this complaint, our Investigator contacted the complainant's 
M.P.P. who had been attempting to assist the complainant. 
Our Investigator discussed the preliminary results of ‘the 
investigation with the Member who agreed with our tenative 
conclusions on the basis of the available evidence. 

After reviewing all the evidence, we concluded that 
this complaint against the Workmen's Compensation Board 
was unjustified since it appeared that the complainant's 
disabilities could not be attributed to his compensable 


accident. 


(12:5) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complaint was brought to our attention at our 
private hearings in a northern Ontario town. The complainant 
felt that she had been treated unjustly by the Workmen's Compen- 
sation Board in that her claim for Widow's Benefits, following 
the death of her husband, had been rejected. Her husband 
had a 40 year underground mining work history. 

The worker's earlier claim for benefits on the basis 
of silicosis (a lung disease caused by breathing silica 
dust) had been rejected. Silicosisswas notetound to; be 
present at that time according to the criteria set out under 
The Workmen's Compensation Act. He subsequently quit work 


and died three years later. The post-mortem examination 
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revealed bronchogenic carcinoma, which is a cancerous 
process involving the lungs, secondary to cancer of the 
Spine. A pathological examination carried out by the Board 
revealed silicosis of the lungs and pneumonia, the latter 
causing death. | 

Because of Gthesiindings (ofesi | tcosis, thesworkmen's 
Compensation Board allowed the worker's claim retroactively, 
determining that the degree of disability would have been 
25%, and this was paid to his estate, dating back to the 
date when he ceased working in the mines. The complainant 
claimed that her husband had been more than 25% disabled 
due to silicosis prior ytovhisedeath@and; sin addrtion esha 
contended that his death was directly attributable to 
Sibicocmse 

Our Investigator obtained the Board's file relating 
to the claim and this was carefully reviewed. The worker 
had exhausted the Board's appeal procedures and had been 
assisted by a series of lawyers. 

The Board ruled that the pneumonia he suffered from was 
the end result of a predominatly pathological process not 
connected with his lungs, and that the worker's death was 
not attributable to any other condition or cause arising 
out of and in the course of his employment. 

We noted that when the worker's claim for compensation 
waS recognized and paid to his estate, full compensation 
was paid in error, resulting in an overpayment of approx- 
imately $6,000. The Board did not recover this amount from 
the estate but deleted it from the employer's cost and 
absorbed it within the system. 

Because of the medical considerations involved in this 
claim, our Investigator submitted the medical data to a 
specialist in respiratory diseases for an independent opinion. 
Following his review of the case, he reported that silicosis 
was not thought to cause bronchogenic carcinoma. In his 
opinion, the worker died from bronchopneumonia (inflammation 
and/or infection of the air passages of the lungs) due to 


his being bedridden. He found the main cause of death to 
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be cancer of the spine. 
We concluded that the weight of medical evidence 
Supported the decision made by the Workmen's Compensation 


Board and advised the complainant accordingly. 


(126) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant asked us to investigate his claim with 
the Workmen's Compensation Board because he felt he should 
have been compensated following an injury at work. 

He walked a good deal in sturdy footwear as a Field 
Manager sSuperviSing contruction sites, and he developed 
callouses on the soles of his feet. While walking over 
rough ground at a construction site one day, he twisted 
his right foot and split the callous which subsequently 
became infected. Complications set in because he was a 
diabetic. His foot was slow to heal and he required exten- 
Sive surgery. 

The Workmen's Compensation Board rejected his initial 
claim for compensation and it was later rejected on appeal 
on the basis that the medical evidence did not support the 
conclusion that the incident at work played a significant 
Dart inp the, fool. imtection: 

Our investigation included a thorough review of the 
Workmen's Compensation Board's file and interviews with the 
complainant. We also canvassed the views of the complain- 
ant's lawyer, who represented him during his appeal at the 
Board. 

An investigation had been carried out by the Board 
which confirmed that the incident at work did in fact occur. 
The physicians who treated the complainant were of the 
opinion that even such minor trauma as this would be sufficient 
to trigger the infectious process. There appeared to be no 
reason to doubt that the complainant discovered the crack 
in the callous on the sole of his right foot following this 


incident at work. 
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The medical reports, and the report of the Board's 
investigation of the work incident, were submitted to an 
independent diabetic specialist for review. He provided 
a description of the changes which occur when diabetes is 
a factor. The altered architecture favours the development 
of callouses. The specialist suggested that a pre-existing 
abscess may have been present on the day of the injury and 
the ankle twist or stumble could have precipitated a rupture 
of this abscess. 

We wrote to the Workmen's Compensation Board, enclosing 
a copy of the report from the independent diabetic specialist, 
and asked that the Board reconsider their decision on the 
complainant's claim. The Board replied that on a review of 
the information on record, the claim wauld be allowed on 


the basis of aggravation of a prior, non-compensable condition. 


(127) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


In November, 1976, a farmer's wife explained to us that 
her husband had beén forced’ to sell his small’dairy farm in 
early 1975 because of a serious health problem, 

The Workmen's Compensation Board was informed by the 
complainants that the business was no longer operational and 
the Board replied thanking the complainants for keeping them 
informed and saying that a small amount might still be owed 
to the Board in outstanding employer assessments. 

The complainant heard nothing further from the Workmen's 
Compensation Board for almost a year until they received an 
assessment notice from the Workmen's Compensation Board which 
indicated that the complainants owed over $200.00 in employer 
assessments for the year 1975. The complainants then wrote 
to the Board reminding the Board that the business had not 
been operational for a year. 

Subsequently, the complainants received a notice from 


the Board which stated that in addition to the assessments 
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owed, a further 5% penalty had been levied against the 
complainants due to their delay in paying the assessment. 
Finally, the complainants received notice from the Board 
that unless the outstanding assessments, including penalties, 
were received, the case would be referred to the Collection 
Department. 

At this point the complainants wrote to our Office. 
Upon receipt of the complainant's letter, we telephoned the 
Board's Financial and Legal Department and on the same day, 
our call was returned and we were informed that the whole 
problem had been caused by a computer error. 

After bringing this problem to the attention of the 
appropriate officials at the Workmen's Compensation Board, 


the entire problem was resolved in favour of the complain- 
aliieSys 


(128) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant contacted our Office in November, 1976 
and said that although she had not yet recovered from an 
accident for which she had submitted a claim to the Board 
and for which she had been receiving compensation, the 
Board had discontinued her payments in August, 1976. The 
complainant added that she had, on a number of occasions, 
contacted the Board in an attempt to determine why her 
compensation payments had stopped, but was unable to receive 
an explanation. She contacted our Office to have the matter 
settled, as she was going into hospital soon for further 
treatment for her compensable condition. 

Our Investigator's contact with the Board revealed 
that the complainant's physician had submitted reports to 
the Board, giving a diagnosis for a condition other than 
that for which the complainant was covered by the Board. 

The Investigator informed the Board that more recent medical 
reports had been sent outlining the complainant's condition 
with respect to her compensable disability, and on November 30, 
1976, the complainant was issued a cheque in the amount of 


$1,602 covering the period from August 2 to December 6, L376. 
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Giz 9) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant registered his complaint with us 
during our private hearings in a southern Ontario city. 

The complainant stated that he had been involved in 
an accident in which he chipped one of his front teeth. 
According to the complainant, he submitted a claim to the 
Workmen's Compensation Board and was told that his claim 
was allowed. -hwever, the Board had not replied to his 
request or to the request of his dentist as to whether he 
was entitled to have the tooth repaired. 

Our Investigator contacted the Board and found that 
it had authorized the repair of the chipped tooth, However, 
upon further investigation, we found that the authorization 
had been sent to the wrong doctor, namely, the doctor who 
had treated the complainant in the Emergency Ward of the 
hospital at the time of the accident. Our Investigator 
informed the Board that the authorization should have been 
sent to the complainant's dentist who would be repairing the 
chipped tooth. Six weeks after this matter was first brought 
to our attention and 13 months after the accident, the 
Board authorized the payment for the repair of the complain- 
ane S tooth, 


(130) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This rather complex complaint came to our attention 
when the complainant arrived at our Office in February, 1976. 
After determining that the complainant had exhausted all 
appeal procedures at the Workmen's Compensation Board, we 
obtained a copy of the Board's file and began an investigation. 
The complainant, on different occasions over the next 
few months, offered several different histories of his case. 
Essentially, his story seemed to be that while repairing 
machinery in the course of his employment in 1972, he had 


injuried his right hand. Two weeks later, he claimed that 
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he had returned to work and again, while repairing a machine 
weighing between 500 to 5,000 pounds, suffered an accident 
when the machine toppled onto him. The complainant is of 

the view that four bolts from this machine punctured his 

back, chest and lungs. He informed us that with the assistance 
OL a Secretary, he was- able to lift the, machine off “his 

body and go to a hospital. 

The medical information on file indicated that there 
was nothing particularly abnormal with his back, chest or 
lungs. On this basis, the Board had denied his claim for 
benefits. 

Our investigation of this case was somewhat hampered 
by the complainant himself. First, it was impossible to 
establish a consistent history from the complainant. He 
related a number of rather bizarre stories to us including 
accounts of encounters with a man whom the complainant 
stated worked simultaneously for a small insurance company, 
a jewellery store, the Mafia, the C.I.A., and the Workmen's 
Compensation Board. 

The complainant's explanation of his lack of medical 
evidence was that "Someone" had completely rewritten his 
entire Board file. Our investigation did not substantiate 
this contention. We did determine that the man had, as he 
stated, visited a hospital on the day when the machine 
allegedlyatell.on him, but according; to the hospital reports, 
he had refused to be seen by a doctor, and had left the 
hospital inwa rage. 

In October, 1976, before our investigation was complete, 
the complainant announced that he was going to Switzerland 
to denounce Canada, and in particular, the Workmen's 
Compensation Board, to the "International, Court’. some 
months later, he returned to say that he had been assessed 
by 15 members of this Court, and that they had pronounced 
him totally disabled. 

However, alter a further review of his case, we were 
unable to substantiate the complainant's contention that he 


had been unfairly dealt with by the Board. 
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C32) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant said that he was involved in an 
accident while putting up a display when he fell approx- 
imately 6 feet off a ladder and injured his lower back. 
Because of this injury, which occurred about 10 years ago, 
he contended that he had been totally disabled. However, 
he was never awarded any compensation benefits. 

The complainant's claim for benefits was originally 
denied by the Board because at the time of the accident he 
was a commissioned salesman and, therefore, not covered by 
his employer. At the Appeal Tribunal Hearing however, the 
Board concluded that, in fact, the complainant was an 
employee under the terms of The Workmen's Compensation Act 
and it allowed a claim for medical aid payments only. This 
decision was upheld by the Appeal Board. 

Our investigation revealed that the complainant had 
sought medical treatment immediately after the accident but 
that he did not see a doctor again until approximately 
seven months later. At that time, the doctor treated the 
complainant for a Serious diabetic condition but not for 
any back disorder. When the complainant sought treatment 
from qualified Orthopaedic Surgeons some years later, there 
was no evidence of any serious back disability. In fact, 
these doctors all agreed that the cause of the complainant's 
inability to work was his serious diabetic condition. It 
became apparent to us that the worker's claim for temporary 
total benefits Over an extended period of time could not be 
Supported. 

However, a careful examination of the salary records 
of the complainant disclosed that he had suffered a 
substantial loss of earnings for six weeks immediately 
following the accident. Therefore, there was some indication 
that he had suffered some disability immediately following 
his fall. This point was also supported by an internal memo 


in the Board's file from one of its Surgical consultants 
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who stated that if the worker had been disabled at all by 
the accident the disability probably would have lasted four 
to six weeks. 

On the basis of this information, we recommended that 
the worker be granted six weeks of temporary total benefits. 
The Board accepted this recommendation and the worker 


received a cheque for approximately $600. 


(132) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was originally received from the 
Injured Workers' Consultants. Originally two issues were 
presented for consideration. 

First, the complainant had been informed by the Board 
that she would have to repay an overpayment of approximately 
$6,680 caused solély by an error on the part of the Board. 
Second, the Injured Workers' Consultants said that the Board 
did not have the legislative authority under The Workmen's 
Compensation Act to recover an overpayment. 

The complainant sustained a low back injury at work slg] 
November, 1972. The Workmen's Compensation Board paid full 
compensation benefits from the time of the accident onwards. 
Initially, the compensation rate was established on the 
basis of the form sent to the Board by the complainant's 
employer. This information showed that the complainant's 
gross fortnightly wage was $142.50 before her accident. The 
Board, however, established her compensation rate as if this 
was her weekly pay which meant that the claimant was paid 
twice as much as she ought to have been Daid., ,lhrs error 
was not discovered for two-and-a-half years by which time 
the complainant had been overpaid a total of $6,680. 

When the overpayment was discovered uBiglay:Wohae kits OUEST yeoye 
the Claims Officer responsible for the claim immediately 
suspended payments and began applying the correct entitlement 
against the overpayment. The Board also requested that the 


complainant repay the money immediately. However, the 
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complainant explained that she was not in a position to do 
so. The original decision of the Board was later amended 

and it was decided by the Board that the complainant would 
receive 50% of her correct entitlement and that the other 

half would be applied against the overpayment. 

This case was then appealed and a hearing was arranged 
before the Appeal Board. 

The Appeal Board was asked by the complainant and the 
Injured Workers' Consultants to rule on two issues. First 
it was contended that the complainant, an Italian-speaking 
woman with little understanding of the Canadian way of life, 
should not have to repay the overpayment and that instead, 
the Board should write off the amount. 

Second, it was contended that under the terms of The 
Workmen's Compensation Act, the Board had no legislative 
authority to recover overpayments. 

The Appeal Board ruled, however, that the complainant 
was aware that she was receiving benefits to which she was 
not entitled, forthe period of November, 1972,-to April, 1975; 
and that accordingly she should have to repay the money. 

The Appeal Board also ruled that the Workmen's Compensation 
Board had the legislative authority to recover overpayment 
by virtue of section 54 and 74 of The Workmen's Compensation 
Act. 

Following this decision the case was referred to us 
for consideration. On the basis of our investigation, we 
found no evidence to substantiate the Appeal Board's conclusion 
that the complainant was aware that she was receiving monies 
to which she was not entitled. The complainant explained 
to us that she was under the impression that the rate of 
compensation was established by the attending physician and, 
furthermore, it did cost her more money to be disabled since 
she had to hire help for cooking and for cleaning the house. 

We found that it was not reasonable for the Board to 
reduce the complainant's benefits and recommended that the 
complainant be paid at her correct rate from the time the 


overpayment was discovered and that no further action be 
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taken by the Board to recover the overpayment. 

With respect to the second issue, it was our opinion 
that there is sufficient doubt about the existing legis- 
lation that the Board should either request a jurisdictional 
determination from the courts or request that The Workmen's 
Compensation Act be amended to give the Board the power to 
both collect aid offset payments. 

When the Board received our recommendation on these 
two issues, it was mutually agreed that a meeting would be 
arranged between members of our staff and senior administrative 
and legal personnel from the Board. 

Following this productive meeting and subsequent 
correspondence between our office and the Chairman of the 
Board, it was agreed that the Board would discuss with the 
Minister of Labour what steps could be taken to improve the 
existing legislation so that the authority of the Board to 
deal with overpayment situations could be clarified. [In 
this regard we referred the Board and the Ministry to 
Section 13(b) of The Family Benefits Act and to Sections 
49 to 52 and Section 175 of the Regulation of The Unemploy- 
ment Insurance Act, for examples of existing legislation 
giving bodies with functions similar to that of the Workmen's 
Compensation Board the power to both collect and write off 
overpayments. 

With respect to the complainant's case, we were advised 
by the Chairman of the Board that no further action would ~ 
be taken to recover the overpayment and that the complainant 
would continue to receive the compensation benefits to which 


she was entitled, based on her correct pre-accident earnings. 
(iss. SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 
This complaint was brought to our attention by an 


M.P.P. Our Investigator met the complainant during our 


private hearings in a northern Ontario town. 
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The complainant, the widow of a miner, had unsuccess- 
fully appealed the denial of her husband's claim for 
Silicosis benefits from the Board. The question of silicosis 
first arose when the worker was advised by his doctors, 
following an admission to hospital, that he was not fit to 
return to work. A specialist in pulmonary disease suggested 
that part of his disability was a compensable problem, 
namely silicosis (a lung disease caused by breathing 
silica dust). 

A claim was made but before it was processed, the 
worker died, the cause of death being given as pancreatitis 
(acute or chronic inflammation of a gland behind the stomach). 
Other Significant conditions contributing to the death, 
but not related to the disease or condition causing death, 
were silicosis, diabetes, and hyper-tension. The Board's 
pathologist reported that there was a fair evidence of 
Silicosis but it seemed unlikely that it would be of any 
functional significance. 

The worker's claim, on the basis of silicosis, and the 
complainant's claim for widow's benefits, were denied. The 
complainant appealed this decision but the Board upheld that 


"disablement from work was not occasioned by silicosis 
under the terms of the Act, nor did death result 
therefrom, but rather was caused by pancreatitis." 


The Board's file on this claim was studied carefully 
and because of the wide divergency of opinions between the 
physicians who examined the worker, radiologists, and the 
Board's specialist, the Investigator met with the Board's 
Consultant on Chest Disease. He explained the definition 
of "silicosis" under the terms of The Workmen's Compensation 
Act, and the basis on which claims for silicosis are 
approved. 

We presented the medical evidence, including X-rays 
supplied by the complainant, to a specialist in respiratory 
disease for an independent opinion. Following his review 
of this material, he concurred that the worker's death was 
caused by pancreatitis. He felt that the discrepancies in 


the medical evidence, particularly in the X-ray findings, 


- 701 - 


underlined the difficulty in reading the X-rays of workers 
with early silicosis. He agreed that the minimal amount of 
Silicosis present would have been unlikely to cause any 
functional abnormality. 

Based on our investigation, we Supported the Board's 
decision. The complainant was so advised through a detailed 
report on the investigation, and a similar report was made 
to the Workmen's Compensation Board. 


(134) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant asked that we investigate the Board's 
rejection of his claim for a neck problem, which he claimed 
was the result of an injury he sustained at work. He said 
a co-worker jumped on a table dislocating a case of materials 
which struck him and knocked him unconscious. The complain- 
ant alleged that when he reported this to his foreman, 
he was grabbed by the throat and almost choked. The complain- 
ant also felt that the Disability Pension he was receiving 
from the Board was too low. 

The file relating to the complainant was made 
available by the Board and our Investigator met with rep- 
resentatives of the Industrial Accident Prevention Association, 
which had carried out inspections of the complainant's work 
place. Our Investigator also conducted a lengthy interview 
with the complainant at his home and there were innumerable 
and often irrational telephone calls from the complainant 
and his wife. Since the family was in quite difficult 
circumstances and the complainant's wife suffered from a 
progressively disabling and terminal disease, our Invest- 
igator attempted to refer the couple for other assistance, 
but they refused to consider this alternative, stating that 
the Workmen's Compensation Board should recognize the claim 
for further benefits. 

The complainant received a Permanent Partial Disability 


Pension for two compensable injuries, each of which had 
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been rated at 10%. He had also been paid a lump sum which 
represented a provisional award, rated at 10% for two years, 
for a psychiatric disability. A psychiatric report on the 
complainant's chronically impairing psychological problem 
was on file. 

Our Investigator noted that the complainant had been 
encouraged, through the offices of the Workmen's Compensation 
Board, to take part in a rehabilitation program. Despite 
the assignment of a special rehabilitation officer for this 
purpose, and psychiatric treatment, the program was 
unsuccessful. According to the information on file, the 
Workmen's Compensation Board had conducted a thorough 
investigation into the claim for a neck injury and had been 
‘unable to establish that such an incident occurred at the 
complainant's place of employment. The Board's investigator 
had not been able to locate the co-worker who was allegedly 
responsible for the materials falling on the complainant 
while he was working. Our Investigator contacted him by 
telephone, however, and the information he gave did not 
Support the complainant's %claim that the idncident had oceurred: 

The medical evidence on file indicated that the complainant 
suffered from a degenerative disc disease - a wear-and-tear 
condition not necessarily precipitated by trauma. 

Following our investigation, we agreed with the 
Workmen's Compensation Board that the complainant's 20% 
pension was commensurate with his degree of disability due 
to the two established compensable conditions. We further 
agreed that there was no evidence to substantiate his claim 
for a neck disability arising out of his employment. However, 
we noted that the two-year provisional award for his psychiatric 
disability had expired in February, 1976. 

We wrote to the Board and suggested that since the 
complainant's psychiatric disability did not seem to have 
improved since the time of his assessment, consideration 
might be given to reinstating the provisional award. The 
Board agreed that the complainant was entitled to have the 


10% provisional award reinstated from February, 1976, and 
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that this was to be payable for three years and then 
reviewed. 

The complainant was given a full report of the invest- 
igation of his complaint and the outcome. 

He continued his contact with our Investigator and a 
good rapport was eStablished. At one point, the complain- 
ant's wife was hospitalized and because of our concern 
about his state of depression following a telephone call 
from him, our Investigator contacted his family doctor 
to be assured that he was monitoring the situation. The 
complainant eventually referred a visiting nurse to the 
Investigator as someone who was familiar with his problems. 
Through this contact, we were able to divert the complainant 
away from his insistence that the Workmen's Compensation 
Board should recognize his further entitlement to benefits. 
He also became mere receptive to the idea of resuming 
contact with his psychiatrist to help him to cope with his 
family responsibilities. He was gradually steered to 
community agencies, and obtained other benefits to which he 
was entitled, and eventually reported that he and his wife 


were being assisted by visiting nurses and home care workers. 


(1g 5 ) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This Italian-speaking complainant said that despite 
the fact that he had been unable to find Suitable employment 
and had suffered from severe pain Since an accident five 
years ago, the Board terminated his benefits and offered him 
no help in finding a job. 

The complainant had pursued his claim ion further 
benefits to the final level of appeal at the Workmen's 
Compensation Board but the Appeal Board held that the 
worker was entitled to no further benefits. 

We determined that the complaint was within our 
jurisdiction and the Board was notified of our intent to 


investigate. 
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Our investigation revealed that while being transported 
in a truck to a work site by his employer, the truck came 
to a sudden stop and the complainant fell against a machine, 
injuring his back and shoulder. From the day of the accident 
the worker had complained of soreness in his shoulder and 
chest muscles. The pain, according to the worker, was 
very severe when he tried to do any work. 

The worker had been seen by six Orthopaedic specialists 
and one Psyciatrist, in addition to the general practitioner, 
who had been treating him on a regular basis since the 
accident. It was the general concensus of the doctors 
that there was no significant abnormality which could be 
responsible for the severe symptoms the complainant was 
suffering from. However, there was some indication that 
there might have been a tear or contusion to the rotator 
cuff. This diagnosis was impossible to substantiate because 
the complainant refused to undergo further medical investi- 
gation. Each specialist felt that it was imperative that 
the complainant return to work as quickly as possible, and 
they noted a marked psychological problem. 

During the course of his treatment, the complainant 
was admitted to the Workmen's Compensation Board's Vocational 
and Rehabilitation Centre on two separate occasions. Upon 
discharge, it was the opinion of the Board personnel that 
the worker could have returned to some work within his 
limitations and capabilities. They did not, however, refer | 
the man to the Vocational Rehabilitation Department as they 
felt he had a serious motivation problem, and that any 
attempts at vocational rehabilitation would be futile. 

Based on these facts, it was clear to us that the 
worker would not benefit from any further medical treatment 
for his shoulder. However, it became apparent that the 
worker had not recovered from his industrial accident. We 
were concerned with the possibility that this worker, who 
was in his early 30's, would not recover from his emotional 
problems, which became apparent at the time of his industrial 


accident and which prevented him from returning to work, 


without the assistance of specialists in the field of 
Vocational Rehabilitation. Accordingly, the Ombudsman 
recommended that the Board extend the worker's entitlement 
to cover an intensive period of vocational rehabilitation 
for a six month period. In making this recommendation, it 
was the desire of the Ombudsman to provide the worker with 
the encouragement, assistance and guidance he apparently 
required to become self-sufficient once again. 

However, the Workmen's Compensation Board after 
considering our recommendations, notified us that they 


would not implement our recommendation. 


(13 G) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant, apparently on the advice of her 
family doctor, applied to the Board for compensation 
benefits to compensate her for a neck disability which she 
felt arose out of and in the course of her employment. The 
claim was thus not made because of a specific accident, but 
rather on the basis that the disability had developed over 
time and that the disability was related to the considerable 
bending, pushing and pulling involved in the complainant's 
employment in a factory. 

Medically, it was clear that the complainant had an 
underlying non-compensable degenerative condition in her 
upper spine. 

The claim was originally denied by the Board but was 
finally allowed at the Appeal Board level on the basis of 
an aggravation of the pre-existing degenerative condition. 
The Appeal Board accordingly directed that full Temporary 
Compensation Benefits be paid to the complainant for any 
time lost from work between September, 1973 and February, 
1974. The complainant was able to continue working during 
much of this time but she received benefits from the Board 
totalling about $800. 


The complainant returned to work on February Sy Loe 
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and remained there until February 22, ~L97 4" From Februarye22, 
1974 to April 18, 1974, she was away from work and the 

issue in her case concerned whether the period from Feb- 

ruary 22, 1974 to April 18, 1974 was compensable. 

The Appeal Board, in its decision stated that by 
February 4, 1974, it considered that ‘the effects of the 
aggravation brought about by the employment had ended. 

The complainant contended to us, on the other hand, that 

it did not make sense for the Board to pay her only up to 
February 5th, since just over two weeks later, she was 

forced to leave work again, apparently due to the compensable 
condition. 

After thoroughly reviewing the Workmen's Compensation 
Board's file, the medical evidence on file appeared to 
Support the complainant's contention and we, therefore, 
communicated to the Chairman of the Workmen's Compen- 

Sation Board our view that the complainant's entitlement 
should be extended to cover the period February 22, 1974 
LOAD 11) See elo 7 AY 

On receipt of our letter, the Chairman sent out 
findings to the Appeal Board panel which had originally 
heard the case. We then received the Board's response to 
Our recommendations with a covering letter from the Chairman 
of the Board. This response stated in part: 


"The Board, based on medical evidence, found 
that (the complainant) had been declared as 
ready for work to which she returned on 
February 4, 1974 and her benefits were paid 
frome thesdate Of layot th toyPebr vary. 

There was no evidence whatsoever to 

indicate then that (the complainant) had not 
returned to her pre-accident state. (The 
complainant) told the Board...that she 

had not experienced disability when she 

was not working, presumably referring to 

the period after returning to work 
OonBebruasyvibS 1197 4 4 


When we received this response, we again reviewed the 
file, specifically to find the "medical evidence" which the 


Board mentioned in itS response. Unable to find this 
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evidence, we requested further clarification. We then 
learned from the Chairman, by letter, that: 


"There was no medical certificate before 
the Board specifically stating that 

(the complainant) was ‘ready for work' as 
noted in the panel's response to your 


recommendation. Rather, thisS was an 
inference drawn from the following 
evidence: 


1) Undated letter from (the complainant) 
to her M.P.P., received by the Board 
on March 25, 1974, wherein she 
states '... and was allowed to 
return to work on February 6, 1974.' 


2) Transcript of Appeal Tribunal 
hearing...wherein (the complainant) 
states that following physiotherapy, 
she returned to work on February 6, 
1974. 


Based on this evidence, there was no 
doubt «ain. the Board's mind that «the clear- 
ance to return to work was given by 

(the complainant's) medical attendants." 


We again reviewed the file and learned that with respect 
to the first item mentioned above, the full quote from the 
fetter c.ead, 


"IT started physiotherapy treatments and was 
allowed to return to work on Feburary 6, 
1974 only to have the same pain and swelling 
again after only seven days' work." 


The transcript of the Appeal Tribunal hearing was also 
reviewed and it was found that the complainant had simply 
stated at the Appeal Tribunal that she had returned to work 
on Feburary 6, 1974. 

After this review, it was our view that the Board had 
not directed itself to the issue we had raised. There was 
no doubt that the complainant had returned to work on 


February 6, 1974 on the advice of her attending physician. 
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The issue, however, concerned the subsequent period 
from Februarya22, 39:74, to--Aprer ly iste rl9 74.9 a Thesmedrcal 
evidence which we had available to us suggested that for 
this period of time, the complainant was undergoing active 
treatment for a condition which appeared to be identical 
to her condition from, September, 19173 to February 5, 2994, 
for which the Board had deemed her condition compensable. 

Accordingly, letters were sent, pursuant to section 19 (3) 
of The Ombudsman Act to the Chairman of the Workmen's 
Compensation Board and to the complainant's employer. 

The employer answered by letter dated February 11, 1977, 

to the effect that the company had no representation which 

it wished to make, other than the information already 
contained on the Workmen's Compensation Board file. The 

| Workmen's Compensation Board replied by letter, dated 

February 9, 1977, to the effect that there was nothing 
further to add to the previous Appeal Board decisions and the 

Opinions subsequently expressed in the correspondence to 

the Ombudsman. 

Finally, after further review and discussion, we sent 
a letter -to the’ Chatrman dated March “227 °1977. "In this letter 
we reviewed the history of the case, the various pieces of 
correspondence which had preceded the letter, and advised 
the Chairman of our opinion that based on the medical 
evidence contained in the Workmen's Compensation Board's 
file, it appeared that the complainant's layoff from work, 
from February 23, 1974, through April 17, 1974, was necessitated 
by the same conditions and symptoms as were present from 
September 18, 1973 to’ February 4, 1974. We, therefore, 
recommended that the decision of the Workmen's Compensation 
Board be varied in this case and that Temporary Total 
Disability Benefits be extended to the complainant for the 
period of February 23 fea 4eo: Apress) ora: 

By letter dated April 14, 1977, the Chairman responded 
that the case had again been referred back to the panel 
which had originally heard the appeal, and their response 
was: 


"The complaints and treatment of February and 
March, 1974, which you £ind to be: identical 
to the complaints during sthe periodsof 
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September 18, 1972 to February 5, 1974, are 
also identical with the complaints which 
pre-existed the accident." 


The letter went on to state that the Appeal Board 
Panel did not address itself to the period in question, 
namely February 23, 1974 to April 17, 1974, because the panel, 
at the time of the original appeal, found that the complain- 
ant had returned to her pre-existing state prior to the 
accident. 

In the letter, the Chairman of the Board also stated: 


"Apart from the above, the Board has 
nothing further to add to its earlier 
responses." | 


Although we agreed that the complaints the worker 
presented and the treatment which she underwent in February 
and March of 1974, the period in question,were similar to 
the complaints which pre-existed the original layoff, we 
noted that prior to the layoff, the complainant did not 
lose time from work. However, from February 22 to April 18, 
she was off work. 

We took the view that the complainant had not returned 
to her "pre-accident" state by February 5, 1974, since the 
evidence is that she was off work less than three weeks 
later with exactly the same symptoms as those which caused 
her disability from September, 1973 to February, 1974. 

However, the Board declined to implement our recom- 


mendation. 


(iu ) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 

This complaint came to our attention following a 
radio appearance by our Director Of Rural, aoriculcura. 
and Municipal Services. After hearing him on the radio, 
the complainant wrote to our Office explaining the history 
of his case with the Workmen's Compensation Board, and, 
subsequently, a personal interview was arranged. 

The complainant, a self-employed farmer, ran his 


farm with the assistance of his wife. In the fail of 1974, 
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one of his cows contracted a disease and he was advised by 
a Veterinarian to destroy the animal. 

Since it is necessary to Separate a cow from the rest 
of the herd before destroying it, and since this can be a 
difficult procedure, the complainant requested assistance 
from his nephew and a neighbour. As it happened to be the 
beginning of the duck-hunting season, these men also 
brought their guns with them. 

When the three men met at the complainant's farm, they 
decided to go duck-hunting before dealing with the sick 
animal. They went to a nearby beaver pond on the complain- 
ant's property and positioned themselves around the pond to 
shoot ducks. | 

During the shooting, the complainant was accidentally 
hit in one eye by shotgun pellets and the injury caused the 
loss of the eye. The incident was investigated by the 
O.P.P. but no criminal charges were laid. 

The complainant applied for Workmen's Compensation 
Benefits but was denied on the grounds that the accident 
did not arise out of and in the course of the complainant's 
employment. 

When he originally approached our Office, we determined 
that the complainant had a right of further appeal to the 
Appeal Board level of the Workmen's Compensation Board. 

The complainant was advised of this and he proceeded 
to present his appeal with the assistance of a member of 
the Injured Workers" Consultants. 

At the appeal, the consultant attempted to prove to the 
Appeal Board that the duck-hunting incident was, in fact, 

a part Of the, complainant ys soccupation asia farmer. te 

told the Board that duck-hunting was one method of gathering 
food, and since the dictionary defines farming as the 
gathering and cultivating of food, the former's claim should 
be allowed. 

The Appeal Board, however, ruled that the incident 
could not be considered to be within the scope of the 


complainant's employment. 
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At this point, the complainant returned to us. After 
a thorough review of the entire Board's file and discussions 
with the complainant and his representative, we were of the 
opinion that although duck-hunting can certainly provide 
food for the table, it must, given the facts of this case, 
be considered to be primarily recreational. As such, the | 
loss of the eye could not be considered to be compensable, 
and the decision of the Board was upheld. 

The complainant was informed of our conclusion and 
he was advised that he could apply to the Criminal Injuries 
Compensation Board for compensation, although we Coldeham 
that 2 would be difficult to establish a claim Since there 
was no proof of criminal negligence. 

The complainant was also advised that he might have a 
legal action against his friend or nephew, depending on who 
had fired the shot. 

The complainant was also advised that he might be 


able to pursue a civil action against the two men. 


(13:5) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was first referred to us by a member 
of the Legislature. 

The complainant had fractured his left kneecap at 
work in the summer of 1974. He was placed in a walking cast 
for a number of weeks. However, shortly after being placed 
in the cast, the complainant started to complain of pain in 
his right hip. After the cast was removed from the left 
leg, the pain in the right hip increased. 

The hip condition was found to be caused by a blockage 
of the blood supply to the hip. 

The left knee problem cleared up shortly after the 
removal of the cast, but the right hip condition caused 
disablement for an extended period of time. The complainant 


claimed Workmen's Compensation Benefits for his right hip 
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disability, but the Board denied the claim on the ground that 
no relationship had been established between the knee and 
hip disabiirtcy. 

The complainant's contention to the Appeal Board and 
to us was that the two disabilities were related, since the 
extra weight brought to bear on the right leg caused by 
having the left leg in the cast, could have triggered the 
hip disability, or hasten the development of the symptoms. 

When we received the complainant's file from the 
Workmen's Compensation Board, we found that the médical 
information contained therein was somewhat limited and rather 
confusing. | 

A number of doctors had been involved in the case, and 
all had put forward varying opinions. One doctor felt that 
the hip condition was related to a heart problem which the 
complainant had had two years previously. Another doctor 
felt that possibly a bone chip from the’ m@ractured Terkr 
knee had travelled through the bloodstream, and finally 
blocked the blood flow to the hip, thus causing the dis- 
abwlity, 

“We decided that the only way to conclusively resolve 
this problem was to refer the file to an independent 
Orthopaedic Surgeon. A prominent Toronto Orthopaedic Surgeon 
was consulted and in December, 1976, we received a compre- 
hensive report which established conclusively that although, 
from a layman's perspective, there might be a causal relation- 
ship between the two disabilities, from a medical perspective, 
it was clear that the right hip condition was independent of 
the left knee injury. 

The doctor's opinion was that although it was an 
unfortunate coincidence that the man's hip symptoms developed 
at the same time that he was recovering from the compensable 
knee disability, that there was no possible causal relationship 
between the two. 

Given this unequivocal statement from the doctor, we Sup- 
ported the Board's decision not to grant the complainant 


claim for benefits. 
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(139) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint against the Workmen's Compensation Board 
was referred to us by an M.P.P. 

The complainant contended that he had been totally 
disabled due to injuries he sustained in an industrial 
accident 25 years ago, which he claimed resulted in contin- 
uing shoulder, back and arm problems. The complainant's 
claim had been considered at all levels of the Workmen's 
Compensation Board appeal process and was thus within our 
Jurisdiction. 

The worker received temporary total benefits for 6 weeks 
after his accident, temporary partial benefits of 50% for 
a further four weeks, and temporary total benefits for a 
subsequent two week period when he was admitted to the 
Workmen's Compensation Board Rehabilitation Centre. The 
complainant had then been discharged from the Board's 
Rehabilitation Centre as being fit for work and advised to 
return to work as soon as possible. However, the complainant 
had remained unemployed since his accident approximately 
25 years ago and he had been consistently denied further 
benefits. 

The complainant was interviewed in Italian by our 
Investigator and the complainant's family physician was 
also interviewed. The entire Workmen's Compensation Board 
file was carefully reviewed and the secretary of the Workmen's 
Compensation Board was contacted regarding the Board's 
policies with respect to Vocational Rehabilitation and 
Psychiatric disability 25 years ago. 

Our investigation revealed that the complainant had 
suffered a compensable accident in the course of his 
employment 25 years ago. At that time, while he was shovelling 
rubble off a roof, he was struck by a blow on the left 
arm by a pick in the hands of another workman. The injuries 


were diagnosed as contusions to the left forearm and elbow. 
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He was paid compensation benefits as outlined above, but 
when he was admitted to the Workmen's Compensation Board's 
Hospital and Rehabilitation Centre, the physicians could 
not find any significant physical disability. 

In the course of our investigation, a review of the — 
medical evidence on file revealed that the complainant had 
been treated by at least 10 doctors including at least 3 
Orthopaedic Surgeons and 1 Psychiatrist. Their unanimous 
conclusion was that the complainant's disability was not 
organically based but was emotional in origin. However, 
these medical opinions did not conclude that his psychological 
problem was related to his accident. The complainant had 
been admitted to hospital many times during the past 25 years for 
minor complaints of pain in his back, abdomen and stomach and for 
difficulties in sleeping and anxiety. The complainant's family 
physician felt that there was nothing to stop the complainant 
from working but his own conviction that he was totally disabled. 
One Psychiatrist and the complainant's family physician 
came to the conclusion that the factors responsible for 
the worker's emotional problems were his personality and his 
whole life history. It appeared clear that the complainant's 
disabilities could not be attributed to the accident which 
occurred so long ago. 

After reviewing all the evidence, we concluded that 
this complaint against the Workmen's Compensation Board 
was unjustified and that the decision of the Workmen's 
Compensation Board was fair and just since the complainant's 
problems could not in any way be related to his compensable 


accident of a quarter-century ago. 


(140) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was referred to our Office by an M.P.P. 
The complainant contended that she had sustained an injury 
to her neck at work. After the accident, she continued 
to work for seven months , but was then forced to leave 


work because of severe pain. She applied for compen- 
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sation benefits, but the Board rejected her claim on the 
ground that there was no relationship between the pain and 
her work accident. 

During our investigation, the entire Board file was 
reviewed, including the numerous medical reports. The 
complainant was also interviewed on Several occasions. Her 
primary concern in connection with her claim was not retro- 
active benefits but that she be provided with retraining, 
as she was no longer capable of performing her pre-accident 
work. 

Our investigation revealed that the worker sustained 
an injury to the back of her neck while working. She 
reported the accident to her employer immediately, but 
stayed at work until approximately seven months later. 
Immediately following her layoff, she sought the attention 
of a doctor because the pain was so severe. 

It was the conclusion of the doctors who examined the 
complainant that the worker had not sustained a physical 
injury at the time of the accident but that she was suffering 
from muscle spasms which were emotional and psychological 
in origin. The doctors concluded that these psychogenic 
muscle spasms were the cause of her severe pain and inability | 
to perform her pre-accident work. The doctors suggested 
that she be provided with retraining. 

The psychiatric consultant at the Workmen's Compen- 
Sation Board reported, in an inter-office memo, that he 
felt that there waS a minimal relationship between the 
worker's disability and her accident at work. However, the 
Appeal Board held that because no organic injury was Ssus— 
tained at the time of the accident, there was no relation- 
ship between the on-going disability and the compensable 
accident. 

We were of the opinion that the Board erred in its 
decision when it stated that no relationship existed between 
the disability and the accident, particularly in light of 
the opinion offered by its own consultant. 


Accordingly, the Ombudsman recommended to the Board 
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that the complainant be granted the assistance of the 
Rehabilitation Department. This recommendation was accepted, 
and the worker was enrolled in an upgrading program which 
would qualify her for a job that would not aggravate her 
neck problem. | 

In addition to granting the worker rehabilitation 
assistance, the Board awarded her retroactive temporary 
benefits amounting to approximately $7,000 for the period 
of time between her layoff and the commencement of her 


upgrading course. 


(141) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant had suffered a compensable accident 
a number of years ago when a desk that he was helping 
unload from a furniture truck slipped and fell on his left 
leg. This particular case was complicated by the fact 
that the complainant had suffered a previous injury to 
the same leg. 

The Workmen's Compensation Board awarded the complainant 
temporary benefits for the time lost from work as a result 
of the accident. Part of the treatment for the complainant's 
injury anvolved plastic surgery tosis lett eleg. sine 
complainant was awarded a small pension for the scarring 
which resulted from this corrective surgery. It was the 
complainant's contention that his left leg had been seriously 
damaged as the result of the surgery for this compensable 
TSU ee 

Our investigation revealed that the complainant had 
suffered from a long-standing disease to the left leg. Prior 
to his compensable accident, a number of doctors had 
suggested to the complainant that amputation of his leg was 
the only possible solution. to his problem. Our investigator 
discussed the complainant's injury and subsequent surgery 
with a number of the doctors involved and determined that 


the medical consultants were unanimous in their opinion that 
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the complainant's persistent leg disability was attributable 
to a pre-existing condition rather than his compensable 
injury or the surgery he underwent as a result of the 
Ingjuny. 

After reviewing all the evidence, we concluded that — 
the complainant had been adequately compensated by the 
Workmen's Compensation Board for any residual disability 
arising out of the accident. 


(142) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was brought to our attention at our 
private hearings in a northeastern Ontario town. The 
complainant stated that he had been involved in an accident 
at work but had been denied benefits by the Board because he 
operated his own business and had not applied for private 
coverage from the Board. 

However, the complainant told us that he had not 
opened his own business until one month after the accident 
and at the time of the accident he had been working for a 
firm that had Workmen's Compensation Board coverage. He 
showed our Investigator a copy of the Review Branch's 
decision in his case which clearly outlined that the reason 
for the Board's denial of his claim which was because he didsnot 
have private coverage. 

Our Investigator, contacted the Ombudsman Liaison 
Officer at the Board and pointed out the apparent dis- 
crepancies between the facts as outlined by the complainant 
and the facts outlined in the Board's decision. Upon 
reviewing the file the Board officer felt that the case 
deserved further consideration and referred the file back to 
the Review Branch. 

Approximately 2 months after our iniiova wecontact,, the 
Review Branch informed the complainant and our Office that 
it had reversed its original decision and had allowed the 


claim. 
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(143) SUMMARY. OF COMPLAINT 


This case was first received through a referral from 
the complainant's representative from the Injured Workers' 
Consultants. | 

After reviewing the documents forwarded to us, we 
determined that the complainant had completed the entire 
Workmen's Compensation Board appeal procedure. Accordingly, 
a letter was Sent to the Chairman of ithe Board, intorming 
him of the complaint and requesting a photocopy of the 
Workmen's Compensation Board's file. 

Some months later, the Workmen's Compensation Board 
replied to the effect that the complainant's file had been 
referred to the Registrar of Appeals for further consid- 
eration prior to sending them to us. We were then informed 
that the Workmen's Compensation Board had decided to conduct 
further investigations, particularly with the views to 
obtaining further medical information. 

We subsequently received a telephone call from the 
Vice-Chairman of Appeals at the Board who said that the case 
had been discussed further by the Commissioners who had 
Originally ruled on the case and that a decision would be 
£OortEhcoming “ini themmnear. fucures: 

When we received a copy of the Appeal Board's decision 
we learned that: 


"The Appeal Board has noted the request from 
the Ombudsman asking that reconsideration 

be given to the decision of the Board dated 
March 7, 1968 wilth® respect) tothe xetaim 

for additional benefits as the result of 

the industrial accident of July 4, 196Q. 


.-.-The Appeal Board after due deliberation 
is prepared to extend to (the complainant) 
the benefit of doubt and finds the 
relationship between her accident of 

July 4, 1960 and her ongoing back dis- 
ability with resulting surgery. The 
decision of the Board...is reversed," 
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(144) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was referred to us by an M.P.P. 

The complainant, while working on his father's farm 
as a teenager about two years ago, had injured himself. 

At that time, he had received full compensation at the 
rate of $45.55 a week (75% of his average weekly earnings 
before the accident). 

We learned that the complainant had returned to work 
hon ins lather again in L975 but in January, 1976, he 
suffered another compensable accident and was, therefore, 
entitled to full Workmen's Compensation Benefits. However, 
prior to the second accident, the complainant had been 
earning roughly $190.00 a week, and therefore, was entitled 
to compensation at the rate of $140.25 per week, representing 
75% of these earnings. The Board, however, continued to 
pay the complainant at the old compensation rate of $45.55. 

When we brought this information to the attention of 
senior officials of the Workmen's Compensation Board, the 
problem was promptly dealt with and shortly after our 
inquiries, we were informed that the complainant's weekly 
compensation payments had been adjusted from 245200 eco 
$140.00 a week, on an on-going basis, and that a cheque 
for approximately $2,650.00 in retroactive benefits had 


been mailed to the complainant. 


(145) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was brought to our attention during 
our private hearings in an eastern Ontario city... Prion 
to bringing this matter to our attention, the complainant 
had been in touch with his M.P.P. The complainant was 
seeking compensation from the Workmen's Compensation Board 
for the time he was currently losing from work, aS a result 


of a recurrence of an injury he suffered in 1974 which was 
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covered by the Workmen's Compensation Board. 

The complainant stated that in April, 1974, he suffered 
a back injury and was away from work for approximately 
eight or nine months. The Board allowed his claim at that 
time, and paid him full compensation benefits for the 
period he was off work. In 1975, his back began to bother 
him again and he stopped working. Subsequently, he 
underwent a spinal fusion, and in February, 1976, when he 
had recovered from the surgery, he returned to work. The 
Board allowed the complainant's claim for that layoff as 
well, and paid him compensation for the nine month period 
he was off work. In late 1976, the complainant again began 
to suffer problems with his back and he stopped working on 
September 7, 1976. By the end of November, he had still 
not received any money from the Board, although the Board 
had been informed he was off work and, according to the 
complainant, all the necessary forms and medical reports 
had been sent to the Board shortly after he had stopped 
working. 

Our Investigator contacted the Board and found that, 
although all the necessary information pertaining to the 
complainant's current disability was indeed on file, due 
to an oversight the complainant's claim had not been 
adjudicated. Our contact with the Board prompted the 
immediate adjudication of the claim, and on December 9, 1976, 
a cheque covering the period from September 9 to December 9, 


1976 was processed and sent to the complainant. 


(146) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant asked us in November, 1976 to deter- 
mine the whereabouts of a cheque the Board had allegedly 
sent to him to compensate him for two days he was away 
from work in August, 1976. 

The complainant said that in August, 1976, he was off 


work and was told by the Board that a cheque in the amount 
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of $36.00 had been sent to him. The complainant waited 

a month for the cheque and when it did not arrive, he 
called the Board to inform them that he had not received 
the cheque. The Board agreed to trace the cheque, and said 
that if it had not been cashed, a stop payment would be put 
on the cheque and another cheque would be issued. He was 
told this process would take from two to three weeks. 

When the complainant failed to receive a cheque after 
another one month wait, he called the Board again, and 
received the same reply. It was at this point that the 
complainant contacted our Office. Our Investigator's 
call to the Board prompted an immediate tracing of the 
cheque and by mid-December the complainant had received a 


replacement cheque in the amount of $36.00. 


- eo eee SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant telephoned our Office in late November 
stating that he had been unable to work because of a compensable 
accident but had received no benefits from the Workmen's 
Compensation Board. He was desperate and needed help. 

The Board was contacted and we were advised that the 
employer maintained that there had not been an industrial 
accident. It appeared that the complainant was suffering 
from a kidney problem at the time of the accident and his 
condition initially was incorrectly diagnosed. The correct 
diagnosis of a lower lumbar problem which resulted in a 
fusion waS not made until the complainant's doctor returned 
from vacation. As a result of these complications, it was 
necessary for the Workmen's Compensation Board to conduct 
an investigation. The investigation was completed by mid- 
December, and although it resulted in a decision in favour 
of the complainant, it was obvious to us that no funds would 
be forthcoming to the complainant before Christmas. We, 
therefore, requested that the Workmen's Compensation Board 


arrange for an immediate payment of $200.00 to the complainant 


th PRIA Soe 


and this was done. 

Toward the end of the year, a sizeable cheque was sent 
to the complainant. 

The complainant contacted us again questioning the 
wage rate on which the payment was based. The Board was — 
contacted once again and it discovered that the wrong wage 
rate had been used and the weekly pay rate was adjusted to 
almost double what it had been before. 

A very sizeable adjustment cheque was mailed to the 


complainant early in the New Year. 


(148) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant attended our private hearings in an 
eastern Ontario town and at that time spoke with one of our 
Workmen's Compensation Board Investigators about an incident 
that occurred in 1975 when she suffered an accident causing 
injury to her back. The Board allowed her claim and paid 
her compensation until she was able to return to work. 

One year later, she suffered a recurrence of the back 
disability which was reported to the Board and supported 
by medical reports submitted by the complainant's physician. 
Six weeks after the date of her layoff, however, she had 
still not received any money, although she had been informed 
of her new claim number, the latter being a standard 
procedure each time a new claim is opened. 

Our Investigator informed the Board that the complain- 
ant's current disability was a recurrence of her previous 
disability, not a result of a new accident, and that she 
should be’ paid under the prior claim file’ Gn which. all©the 
relevant information was contained. The new claim information 
was then amalgamated into the original claim file and no 
further inquiries which would cause additional delay in 
the adjudication of the claim were necessary. On December 9, 
1976 the complainant was sent a cheque covering the period 


during which she had been away from work. 
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(149) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant wrote to us saying that nine years 
ago he had lost his right hand as a result of an industrial 
accident. Since that time, he had been uSing a prosthesis 
supplied by the Workmen's Compensation Board. When the 
prosthesis required replacement, he contacted a member 
of the Board's Medical Branch and requested that author- 
ization be sent to his hospital so that a new prosthesis 
could be made for him. A dispute arose between the 
complainant and the Board's physician, and although the 
Board's phySician subsequently gave the necessary author- 
ization to the hospital, the complainant had still not 
received his prosthesis eight months later, and the hospital 
had no record of having been given the authorization. 

Our Investigator's contact with the Board revealed 
that the Board had no record of the complainant's request 
for a new prosthesis, but the Board agreed that the com- 
plainant's request for a new prosthesis was a reasonable one 


and he was fitted with a new prosthesis shortly thereafter. 


GL5 0) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant contacted our Office by telephone 
and told us that he had suffered an industrial accident 
and that although the Board had allowed his claim, he had 
received only one cheque covering the first month he was 
away from work. He stated that he had received no further 
compensation for the next three weeks, although he was 
Scr sort work. 

Our Investigator's contact with the Board revealed 
that it was due to an oversight on the part of the Board 
that the complainant had not been paid further payments. 
Our contact prompted a payment to be issued. However, in 
view of the fact that Christmas was two days away, the Board 


agreed with our Investigator's suggestion that the complainant 
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be permitted to pick up the cheque in the amount of $751.36 - 
four weeks worth of compensation - at the Board's Sudbury 


area office on December 23, 1976. 


GES i) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant contacted our Office by telephone 
and stated that, although he had not recovered from his 
industrial accident which was covered by the Workmen's 
Compensation Board, the Board, for no apparent reason and 
without explanation, has discontinued his compensation 
payments one month prior to his contacting our Office. 

Our Investigator's call to the Board brought to 
the Board's attention an error that had been made, and the 
complainant was sent a cheque in the amount of $1,120.75 
covering not only the four-week overdue payment but also, 


an additional two weeks. 


C1252 ) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant attended our private hearings in an eastern 
Ontario city and spoke with one of our Workmen's Compensation 
Board Investigators there. She stated that in early 1976, 
she began an upgrading course at a Community College to 
obtain her Grade 12 Diploma. The Board's Rehabilitation 
Department had agreed to sponsor her in the one year course, 
and the complainant was receiving compensation while she 
attended school. In the late fall, however, well before she 
had completed the course, the Board discontinued its 
sponsorship in the course, and the complainant's compensation 
payments stopped. 

Our Investigator contacted the Board and found that 
while the Board had agreed to sponsor the complainant for 
a full year, the Rehabilitation Counsellor assigned to this 


particular complainant, and who was to report to his 


Superiors at the Board once every three months in order 
for the sponsorship and compensation payments to continue, 
had been negligent in submitting his report on time, and 
consequently all action on the complainant's file at the 
Workmen's Compensation Board's Head Office had ceased, pending 
the Rehabilitation Counsellor's report. 

Our Investigator's call to the Board prompted immediate 
action to be taken. The complainant's compensation 
payments were brought up to date and she was informed by 
her Rehabilitation Counsellor that the Board would sponsor 
her in the “course until “the spring of 1977 to allow her 


ample time to complete her upgrading course. 


C53: SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint came to our attention during our private 
hearings in a northern Ontario town. 

The complainant informed us that he had been injured 
in the summer of 1975. He received full temporary compen- 
sation benefits at the maximum rate of $216.35 a week for 
six months. Since this accident left him with a permanent 
disability, he was unable to return to his pre-accident 
employment and instead began to work at a lesser paying 
job at a motel. He received partial compensation payments 
to compensate him for the wage loss between his pre- 
accident job and his new employment. 

However, after working at the motel for a short time, 
he was forced to leave work because of his compensable 
problem, and was thus eligible for full temporary benefits 
once again. 

Under section 40 of The Workmen's Compensation Act, a 
worker in such circumstances should receive compensation at 
a rate based either on his wages at the time of the original 
accident, or at the time of the recurrence of his injury, 


whichever is higher. 
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Thus, following his layoff. from the motel, the 
complainant should have been paid $216.35 a week as his 
wages prior to the original accident were much higher than 
prior to the recurrence. However, the Workmen's 
Compensation Board paid him compensation based on the much’ 
lower earnings while he was employed at the motel. 

When we brought this matter to the attention of senior 
officials of the Workmen's Compensation Board, we were 
informed that the matter would be promptly rectified, and 
shortly afterwards we learned from the complainant that 
his compensation payments had been adjusted retroactive 
tO, the date Of Nis Vavotterrometheemoteis: 
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(154) SUMMARY OF- COMPLAINT 


This complaint came to our attention during our private 
hearings in an eastern Ontario town and was handled by a 
member of our Directorate of Rural, Agricultural and Municipal 
‘Services. 

The complainant's mother had died earlier in the year and 
he was having difficulty clearing up her estate because of 
problems with two Old Age Security cheques which had been 
issued in his mother's name--one issued in April, 1976, was 
returned because of her death that month and the other issued 
in December, 1975, had. never been received. 

Although the problem concerned the Federal Government and 
was therefore outside our jurisdiction, we contacted the 
Toronto office of the Department of National Health and Welfare. 
It was ascertained that because of an incorrect mailing address 
on the April cheque, the cheque had been returned to the Old 
Age Security office and we asked that it be sent to the home 
address of the complainant who was executor of his mother's 
estate. With reference to the December, 1975 cheque, we asked 
that forms be sent to the complainant to be completed so that 
a tracer could be put on it. 

The complainant later advised our Office that the April 
cheque had been received but the “eracer"™ forms had-not yet 
arrived. We contacted the Federal Department of National Health 
and Welfare again and learned there had been some confusion in 
that it was felt that it was not necessary to send out the forms 
because the person in question had died. It was determined that 
the earlier cheque had been issued and deposited to the credit 
of the nursing home where the complainant's mother had resided. 

The Supervisor of the Federal Old Age Security office 
offered to send an explanatory letter and a photostat of the 


cheque to the complainant. 
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(155) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant wrote to our Office and outlined a 
problem with respect to inadequate bus transportation for her 
kindergarten-aged daughter to attend a public French-speaking 
school. In addition to her letter, she attended our private 
hearings in a southern Ontario town and was interviewed by a member 
of our Directorate of Rural, Agricultural and Municipal Services. 

Because the child had already completed one year ata 
French-oriented school, her parents wished her to continue her 
education in the French language. Since the child lived outside 
the town in which the French school was located, it was necessary 
for her to be driven to school. According to her parents, 
although the local Board of Education was already providing bus 
transportation for a large number of students who lived outside 
the school area, their child was the only one who was not 
permitted to be picked up by the school bus. 

Following the interview, one of our staff contacted an 
official of the School Business and Finance Branch of the 
Ministive OLobaucation, who, in turn, contacted, the local Board 
of Education. It was determined that the Board of Education 
had agreed to provide bus service for the child to attend the 
French school. An unsuccessful attempt had been made by one 
of the Board members to contact the parents to advise them of 
this arrangement. However, we were able to inform the complain- 


ant of the arrangement for her child. 


(156) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant wrote to us regarding a complaint against 
a Public Utilities Commission. The complainant was of the 
opinion that the PUC should pay interest on customers' deposits. 

Following our inquiries with Ontario Hydro and the Public 
Utilities Commission, we wrote to the complainant advising him 
that the Public Utilities Commission was a municipal agency 


Pnoeasesich, not, within our AUS. cid On 
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However, we supplied the complainant with the following 
information: 


1) The Public Utilities Act provides for the taking 
of customer deposits by a municipal utility; 


2) We had been advised by the General Manager and 
Secretary Treasurer of the PUC that the PUC does 
not pay interest on customer deposits as the 
deposit is security against the customer leaving 
with a bill unpaid and that the deposits applied 
only to tenants and not home owners; 


3) It is common practice for municipal utilities not 
to pay interest on customer deposits where the 
amount iS not large (in our complainant's case, 
$25) as the cost to calculate the interest and to 
process the payment is greater than the value of 
the interest paid. 


We also advised the complainant that if he was not satisfied 
with the explanation provided and he wished to pursue this matter, 


he should make representations to his municipal government. 


CrS7) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


As a result of an invitation extended by an M.P.P., 
members of the legal staff of our Office visited his con- 
stituency office to meet with several individuals encountering 
problems with land development in the local area. 

The complainant was one of a number seen that date and he 
brought to our attention a problem concerning a plan of sub- 
division that was proposed for an area which he felt was 
inappropriate for such a plan. 

We contacted the Regional Planning and Development 
Branch of the Regional Municipality and ascertained that 
the plan Of Subdivision had only recently Deen approved by 
a local municipality and that there were a number of problems 
with the plan, especially with regard to the sanitary sewage 
treatment facilities, the accuracy of the topographic materials 
that had been submitted and the layout of the lots. 

During our interview with a representative of the Regional 


Planning and Development.Branch, it became apparent that the 
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Regional Municipality was interested in having input from local 
residents concerning this matter and that the complainant should 
be encouraged to contact their office. The representative also 
indicated that the Planning Branch had not. yet made its 
recommendation to the Regional Planning Committee on this matter 
and that therefore there were opportunities for the complainant. 
to voice his concern regarding the plan of subdivision before 
the Regional Committee decided the issue. 

We then informed the complainant of the problems that the 
Regional Planning and Development Branch foresaw with the plan 
of subdivision and suggested that he contact that Branch for 


further information and to express his concerns. 


(158) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant wrote to his M.P.P. regarding an 
expropriation problem with a municipality. The Member later 
referred the case to our Office. 

The complainant and his wife lived on a street which the 
city proposed to widen. Under The Expropriations Act, a 
hearing of necessity was held on March 31, 1976, and the 
Chairman of the hearing recommended that the city not 
proceed with the expropriation as, in his opinion, the taking 
of the land was not fair, sound or reasonable. 

Nevertheless, the city, after giving consideration to 
the report, indicated’ that it intended to expropriate the 
land. Thus, a plan of expropriation was registered which 
would result in the widening of the street to within 19% feet 
of the complainant's property. 

The complainant indicated that the impending construction 
was causing his wife serious medical problems and endangering 
her health. 

Having reviewed the existing case law, it became clear 
that this issue had been dealt with by the Supreme Court of 


Canada in the case of Walters et al and the Essex County 
Board of Education, (1974) S.C.R. page 481. Also upon review 
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of the case it became clear that the Ombudsman's jurisdiction 
to investigate such a case could not be invoked as the 
decision had been made by a local municipality which, pursuant 
to section l(a) of The Ombudsman Act, 1975, is not a 
"governmental organization" within the Ombudsman's juris- 
dicLon. 

We advised the complainant of our lack of jurisdiction 
to deal with his complaint. However, we recommended that 
he should consider retaining a lawyer to represent him at 
the expropriation proceedings and also referred him to the 
local legal aid office. 


(159) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


After purchasing a house on a double lot four years ago 
the complainant moved to a small town with her husband and 
children. 

The house faces west on a highway, but part of one lot 
and the other lot faces on an old road, which was in use 
before the highway was paved. 

Due to a health problem, the complainant is on a 
restricted diet, making fresh fruit and vegetables essential. 

With this in mind, the lots were landscaped and a lawn 
and vegetable garden planted. 

The complainant was aware of a run-off of water from the 
east andthe north; but since Lt drained: into, a culvert on | 
the property ss dividing, line ~inoiproblemiwas. posed. 

Paving of the highway, however, resulted in a run-off 
of water over the complete property and 18 months after 
moving in, there was additional drainage on the lots which 
came about through the County's digging ditches and intalling 
sewer pipes. The result was the washing out of the complain- 
ant's garden three times in one summer. 

The complainant's husband and sons dug a ditch down 
the side of the garden which alleviated the drainage 


problem considerably. The following spring, however, silt 
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and gravel filled the ditch causing a severe run-off that 
washed out the lawn and left a considerable deposit of silt 
and gravel. 

In the fall of 1976, the County made a gradual slope of 
a hill opposite the complainant's property but neglected to 
put grass, sod or straw on the bank to stop erosion. AS a 
result, a worse drainage problem than ever was created. 

Lace. inrApmrl ~l977,) astoot Of Gravel covered, the end 
of the complainant's vegetable garden and a covering of 
gravel and silt extended to the bottom of the property. 

The complainant initially contacted officials of the 
Township and the County. Representatives of both bodies 
visited the complainant's property and agreed that something 
should be done. Each said the other was responsible and 
no action was taken. . 

The complainant made a further contact with the County 
office and received a promise that someone would visit her 
within a few days. This visit never materialized. 

In the spring of 1977, the complainant wrote (to our 
Office setting forth her problem. A member of our staff 
contacted a County Road Official to make inquiries and he 
promised immediate action. 

The next day we contacted the complainant by telephone 
to give her the information we have received and were ‘ele ital 
that the County engineer and three workmen had just been 
there. The complainant said the men had shovelled the 
gravel from the vegetable garden and had promised to find 


a solution to the drainage problem. 
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(160) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was submitted by a group of homeowners who 
attended our private hearings in a Northern Ontario city. Their 
complaint was against a private construction company. It was 
their contention that their homes contained many structurual 
defects. Apparently, inspectors from the Central Mortgage and 
Housing Corporation (CMHC) had been contacted and asked to 
inspect the homes and found that there were indeed some 
infractions and deficiencies. These were to be corrected. 
According to the group, however, the corrective work had not 
been done. 

Our researchers contacted the Ministry of Consumer and 
Commercial Relations to ascertain whether there were provincial 
regulations for the protection of homebuyers against faulty 
construction. We were advised that, at that time, there were 
not. However, officials told us that CMHC would soon be 
introducing a Home Warranty Program in conjunction with the 
Provincial Government and the Housing and Urban Development 
Association (HUDAC) which would offer more protection to 
homebuyers. (That program has since been implemented, but 
unfortunately, as the program is not retroactive, the com- 
plainants were not able to benefit from it.) 

Since their complaint was not against a "governmental 
organization" as defined by The Ombudsman Act, 1975, our 
Office did not have the authority to formally investigate 
this complaint. Nevertheless, several inquiries were made 

on the complainants' behalf to determine what remedies might 
be available to them. 

Our researcher contacted an official of CMHC's regional 
office in Sudbury who reviewed the complainants' files 
at our request. He indicated that a fourth and final inspection 
of their homes had been made at which time it was found that 
the construction of their homes conformed reasonably well 
with approved plans and specifications and complied with 
minimum standards. He indicated that from a review of their 
files it was shown that their complaints were based on 


infractions of a cosmetic nature rather than of a structural 
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nature. He also advised us that the prime concern of CMHC 
inspectors is to ensure that construction complies with 
minimum standards. 

Our researchers then contacted an official of HUDAC's 
Toronto office. The purpose of the contact was to determine 
whether the construction company in question was a member 
of that association as HUDAC does, to some degree, police 
its members. The official informed us that the construction 
company was one of its members and that if the complainants 
were dissatisfied with the construction of their homes they 
should address their complaint in writing to HUDAC's Sudbury 
office. He explained that it was possible that HUDAC might 
launch its own investigation into the matter. The complainants 
were advised of this possibility and were referred to HUDAC 
im Sudbury. 

Our researcher also contacted the Director of Building 
Control for the Regional Municipality of Sudbury who informed 
us that his department had issued the building permits for 
the complainants' homes. He indicated that his inspectors had 
made spot checks from time to time and had noted certain 
infractions on the part of the construction company. Whenever 
the infractions were noted, they were brought to the attention 
of the builder who was to correct them to comply with building 
code standards. 

The last inspection took place in May, 1976, and it was 
the Director's understanding that the construction company had 
instituted such repairs as were needed in order to conform with 
the building code standards. He asked us to advise the com- 
plainants that if they were still dissatisfied that they should 
address their complaints to him directly and he would be more 
than happy to look into the matter. The Director's name, 
address and telephone numbers were supplied to the complainants. 

We sent all this information to the complainants in 
a letter dated July 20, 1976. As a final alternative, we 
suggested that they retain the services of a lawyer who would 
best be able to advise them as to their legal rights in 


this matter. 
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(161) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complaint was against a recreational summer camp. 
The complainant contended that her daughter was not admitted 
to the camp because she had a learning disability. Although 
this complaint was clearly outside our jurisdiction, we 
attempted to resolve this matter for the complainant on an 
informal basis. We were informed of this complaint in early 
August, and the child was hoping to attend camp during the 
last two weeks of August. 

A member of our staff met with the complainant and learned 
that she had not completed the necessary medical forms for 
the camp in February, as she did not have enough money to 
accompany the application. As a result, she had not sent her 
daughter's application to the camp until July, at Which {poate 
she had been informed that the camp could not accept her 
daughter. The complainant later had a friend contact a worker 
at the camp to inquire why the child had not been accepted and 
she was informed that the rejection was because the child had 
a learning disability. 

A few days after receiving the complaint, a member of our 
staff contacted the Director of the camp. He explained that 
they had been receiving applications for the summer session 
since January of that year and that the camp was almost 
entirely filled by May. He said that they had not received the 
complainant's application until July, by which time the girls' 
section of the camp was entirely filled and the waiting list 
had been cut off. The Director informed us that his list was 
later opened and that the child's name was nearing the top of 
the list. 

Four days later, our Investigator again contacted the camp 
and was informed that they had room for the complainant's 
daughter. We contacted the complainant and informed her that 


the camp now had room for her daughter. 
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(162) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This woman's problems began in April, 1976, as a result 
of an idea she had to conserve energy. After viewing a 
television program outlining various means of reducing the 
need for fossil fuels, she decided to buy a wood cooking 
stove as advertised in a catalogue from a firm in Winnipeg, 
Manitoba. However, when it arrived she was disappointed in 
the quality and felt sure it was not the stove that had been 
advertised in the cataglogue and for which she had already 
paid $450. 

When she spoke with a member of our Office at our private 
hearings in a Northern Ontario town, she had already attempted 
to obtain some assurance from the supplier that if she returned 
the item, she would receive full reimbursement. However, the 
supplier refused her request. She had also contacted the 
Thunder Bay District Office of the Ministry of Consumer and 
Commercial Relations who had referred her to an official in 
the Federal Department of Consumer and Corporate Affairs. 

The matter was then handed over to the Department's 
Winnipeg office but the complainant was of the opinion that 
their efforts would also be in vain. 

Notwithstanding the fact that the complaint fell outside 
our jurisdiction, our Investigator contacted the Winnipeg 
office and was able to speak with an official who indicated 
he would give the matter his personal attention. A few days 
later, the official indicated that he had persuaded the wood 
stove supplier to refund the total cost of the stove to the 
complainant. 

On December 17, 1976, the complainant informed us that 


she had received a full refund for the stove. 


(163) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


This complainant attended our private hearings ina 
Northern Ontario town. The problem she raised with one of 


our staff members was that she had incurred a medical bill 
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while she was on holidays in Florida where she had been 
hospitalized for a brief period. Although her provincial 
health insurance coverage had paid 100% of the :$1,363.60 
bill, she had already paid $288.50 to the American hospital 
before she returned to Canada and she was experiencing ~ 
difficulties in receiving reimbursement from the hospital. 

Our Investigator explained our lack of jurisdiction in 
this matter but since the complainant's English was poor and 
she told us that she found it difficult to write, we offered 
tGsassirst jher- 

Our Investigator then communicated with the hospital in 
Florida and received a reply within a short time from the 
Credit Manager who indicated that a cheque for the overpayment 
would be forwarded to the complainant within 15 days. 

Within one month, the complainant wrote to us saying that 


she had received the reimbursement. 


(164) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant's father informed us that about a year 
before, his son had worked for a carpet cleaning company for 
approximately two days and had not yet received payment for 
the time he worked. His son approached the Employment Standards 
Branch of the Ministry of Labour but without success. 

Our Investigator contacted the President of the company 
who stated that he was willing to pay the wages; however, as 
no contract of employment had been drawn up, he would require 
the specific dates worked by the complainant. This information 
was supplied to the president of the company who subsequently 
issued a cheque in the amount of $34.20 as payment of the boy's 


wages. 


(GS) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


OneOctober 222) 19767 .Dxr.- Randall Ivany, the Ombudsman of 


Alberta, forwarded to our Office a complaint relating to the 
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purchase of a motor vehicle by an Alberta resident from a 
dealership situated in Ontario. 

According to the complainant's lawyer, the complainant 
deposited $1,500 on a 1974 Thunderbird with a firm in Ontario 
in October, 1974. Apparently there was some problem with 
financing and, as a result, the complainant never took 
possession of the vehicle. When he demanded the return of 
his deposit, the firm failed to comply and the complainant 
sought the services of a lawyer. 

From the correspondence submitted to our Office by the 
lawyer, he appeared to have had difficulty in obtaining 
instructions from his client who had moved to Alberta. An 
offer of settlement of $490.00 appeared not to have been 
proceeded with. | 

Although this complaint was a private matter and did not 
fall within the jurisdiction of either the Alberta or the 
Ontario Ombudsman, we agreed to make inquiries on the 
complainant's behalf to ascertain if there was any way that 
the Ministry of Consumer and Commercial Relations could assist 
him in resolving his dispute with the Ontario firm. On November 
10, 1976, our Director of Research wrote to the Registrar of 
Motor Vehicle Dealers Branch, Business Practices Division, 
Ministry of Consumer and Commercial Relation, explaining the 
problem and commenting that we would appreciate it if someone 
from that Branch could look into the matter to see if anything 
could be done to assist the complainant with the recovery of 
hast eaepocttror-al leastepart ort 

On November 25, 1976, the Registrar replied and advised 
us that his Branch had contacted the dealership involved and 
had also had discussions with the law firm representing the 
complainant. On January 7, 1977, the Registrar telephoned our 
Director of Research to advise him that he had written the 
lawyer who represented the firm and was awaiting a reply. He 
also advised us that the $1,500 deposit was still being kept 
in the firm's trust account. By letter dated February 18, the 
Registrar advised our Office that the complainant had accepted 
a settlement in the amount of $750 and that the firm had been 


requested to send a cheque in this amount directly to the 
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complainant in Alberta. 
The Alberta Ombudsman was advised of the settlement of 
this case and we wrote to the Registrar of the Motor Vehicle 


Dealers Branch thanking him for his excellent co-operation. 


(166) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant, who was working part-time at the Post 
Office, requested our assistance in obtaining a change in 
her shift. The shift change was requested so that she could 
retain custody of her child in a separation proceeding. She 
was being represented in the proceedings by a lawyer who 
referred her to us. 

The complainant said that she had asked her union to 
help her but it was unable to assist her because of its work 
involving many other employees who were requesting transfers 
asvay result: of the closing of a large Post Office branch. 

Although this problem was outside of our jurisdiction, 
one of our staff members contacted the Personnel Staff Relations 
Officer at the Central Post Office. We relayed to him the 
information given to us by the complainant and stated that we. 
felt that her request was sincere. We added that we had 
seen legal documents concerning the complainant which suggested 
that the complainant should obtain a shift transfer if she 
wished to retain custody of her child. The Personnel Officer 
stated that he would check into the matter immediately to see 
if there was anything he could do. He said that as far as he 
was concerned he saw no reason why the shift change could not 
be arranged on compassionate grounds. 

Subsequently, the complainant contacted us and said that 


she had been given the shift change. 


(167) SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 


The complainant, an inmate in a provincial correctional 


institute, wrote to us about a landlord-tenant dispute that 


ee 40 


his wife was having with her landlady. 

Our Investigator, while at the Guelph Correctional Centre, 
met with the complainant to discuss the problem and then met 
with the inmate's wife to obtain all relevant information 
pertaining to the landlord-tenant dispute. 

We decided that the complainant's wife should be interviewed 
by a worker from the Guelph Community Service Centre who would 
explain her rights under The Landlord and Tenant Act. Her rights 
were explained to her by a volunteer representative from the 
Agency who also suggested that if the problem persisted, the 
complainant's wife should consider seeking legal counsel. 

The following afternoon our Investigator accompanied the 
complainant's wife to meet with her landlady. At that meeting, 
our Investigator give the landlady a copy of The Landlord and 
Tenant Act which contained explanations of tenants' rights with 
regard to possible eviction. Under the Act, a landlord must 
give proper notice before evicting a tenant. 

We suggested to the landlady that the complainant's wife 
should pay the rent arrears owing plus one month's rent in 
advance and that both of them should try to communicate in a 
more open way. The landlady's concerns seemed to centre on the 
complainant's guard dog. Our Investigator then inspected the 
area where the dog was to be kept during the wife's working 
hours and suggested to the complainant's wife that she shorten 
the chain at least by two feet. By doing this, we felt that 
the dog could not bite or harm anyone. | 

We also suggested that a sign be posted warning of the 
danger of going near the dog. 

Although this matter was outside our jurisdiction, this 
problem was resolved to the mutual satisfaction of the 


complainant's wife and her landlady. 


SAMPLES OF LETTERS 
SENT TO COMPLAINANTS 


IN NON-JURISDICTIONAL CASES 
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SUITE 600 
65 QUEEN STREET WEST, TORONTO, ONTARIO 


Ks The Ombudsman | Ontario MSH 2M5 


TELEPHONE (416) 362-7331 


Dear Sir: 


On Wednesday, September 22nd, during the private hearings 
in Goderich, you discussed with us your complaint concerning 
the Ontario Milk Marketing Board and the Ontario Ministry of 
Agriculture and Food in the matters of quotas and the IMPIP 
program. 


As indicated to you in our discussions on September 22nd, 
I would like to reiterate that your complaint has been brought 
to us prematurely. Section 15(4) of The Ombudsman Act, LOS, 
states: 


"Nothing in this Act empowers the Ombudsman to 

investigate any decision, recommendation, act 

Ox Omission, 

(a) in respect of which there is, under any 

Act. aurlont,ocvappeal Gr ObTect ion, or 
a right to apply for a hearing or review, 
on the merits of the case to any court, or 
to any tribunal constituted by or under 
any Act, until that right of appeal or 
objection or application has been exercised 
in the particular case, or until after any 
time for the exercise of that right has 
expired." 


In summary, therefore, the Ombudsman is not entitled to 
look into any complaint of any person until all avenues of 
appeal have been exhausted. 


There are appeal procedures available to you under The 
Milk Act. I am enclosing a xerox copy of the sections of The 
Milk Act which refer to appeals. We have chosen to forward the 
sections to you rather than to paraphrase them and risk omitting 
an important detail. 


The terms "marketing board" and "Commission" are used 
extensively in the sections. They are defined earlier in the 
Act to mean, respectively, the Ontario Milk Marketing Board and 
the Milk Commission of Ontario. The "Director" referred to is 
the Director of the Milk Industry Branch of the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Food. 

Section 26b. refers only to regulations; either of a 


marketing board or of the Commission. A person affected by a 
regulation of either of the bodies may ask the body, in writing, 
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to reconsider the regulation. The marketing board or commission 
must then give the person requesting the reconsideration the 
Opportunity for a hearing. 


Section 26a. refers to orders, directions and decisions of 
the Commission, the Director or a marketing board. It provides 
that a person who considers himself aggrieved may ask the 
Director or the appropriate body to reconsider its order, direc- 
tion, or decision. In this case, the board, Director or Commission 
May apparently reaffirm its decision without a hearing but he or 
it may not vary or rescind the earlier decision without a hearing 
if any person will be adversely affected by such a step. Ata 
hearing held under these circumstances, the person who would be 
adversely affected must be a party in the hearing. 


Section 26 is the general appeal section which sets out 
_ the circumstances under which a person may appeal to the Milk 
Commission, and the manner in which the appeal is to be commenced 
and to proceed. 


Subsection (1) states that any person who considers himself 
aggrieved by an order, direction or decision of the Director may 
appeal in writing to the Milk Commission. 


Subsection (2) states that any person who considers himself 
aggrieved by any order, direction, decision or regulation of a 
marketing board may Similarly appeal to the Milk Commission. 
(with respect to a regulation of a marketing board, this right 
is in’ addition to the provision of section 26p.) 


Subsections (3) through (13) outline the procedural steps 
to be taken by the person making the appeal and by the Commis- 
sion. In particular, subsection (ll) indicates that at least 
substantial complaince with the procedural steps is necessary, 
and subsection (13) that a re-hearing by the Commission is also 
possible. . 


You may wish to seek legal or other advice to help you 
determine the most advantageous course for you to follow in 
Pursuing your complaint, *but; at any” rate, LE hope the anforma— 
tion concerning the sections of The Milk Act which refer to 
appeals will help you to have a clearer understanding of the 
procedure to be followed. 


The following names and addresses are provided for your 
guidance, should you choose to initiate an appeal: 


Mr. Geo. McLaughlin, 

Chairman, Ontario Milk Marketing Board, 
50 Maitland Street, 

Toronto, Ontario: M4Y 1Cly 
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Mr. K. A. McEwen, 

Chairman, Milk Commission of Ontario, 
7th Floor, 1200 Bay Street, 

Toronto, Ontario. 


A file has been opened in relation to your complaint and I 
invite you to contact us again after you have fully exercised 
Vour appeal rights, if you wish to do so. In the event of 
future correspondence with our office, please quote your file 
number . 


Yours very truly, 
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SUITE 600 
65 QUEEN STREET WEST, TORONTO, ONTARIO 


The Ombudsman | Ontario MSH 2M5 
TELEPHONE (416) 362-7331 


Dear Madam: 


Further to our letter of November 5, 1976, we have now 
carefully reviewed your complaint concerning the publication 
of your book by a publishing company. 


As outlined in your letter, the following appear to be 
the main points of your grievance: 


1) The publisher did not abide by the regulations 
concerning their grant from the Ontario 
Government, namely, to promote aspiring new 
Canadian writers. Instead, this company used 
the money to aid established writers, many of 
whom were on the Board of Directors; 


2) The publisher used much of the money on a book 
which promoted crime at a time when, in your 
opinion, the Ontario Government was publicly 
"taking a stand against crime;" 


3) The publisher took your manuscript without 
your permission and delayed publication for 
five years. When they did publish it, it was 
not under the title which you wished; and 


4) After the book was published, the company did 
not properly promote its sale and deliberately 
Made Lts availability ditticulLe. 


Regrettably, this is a private matter and, as such, not 
within the jurisdiction of the Ombudsman. . 


The Ombudsman Act empowers the Ombudsman to 


"investigate any decision or recommendation made 
or any act done or omitted in the course of the 
administration of a governmental organization 
and affecting any person or body of persons in 
his or its personal capacity." 


Governmental organization has been defined to mean 


"a Ministry, commission, board or other administrative 
unit of the Government of Ontario, and includes any 
agency thereof." 
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Inasmuch as this publishing house does:.not constitte a 


governmental organization within the meaning of The Ombudsman 
Act, we are unable to investigate its actions. 


Nevertheless, a member of our staff contacted the Ontario 
Arts Council, an agency of the Ministry of Culture and Recreation. 
It is this body within the provincial government which allocates 
grants to publishing companies to promote Canadian authors. Miss 
Carole Grubb advised us that applications must be made by 
publishing companies yearly and that there are three types of 
assistance the Ontario Arts Council will give. A publishing 
company may obtain the following grants: 


1) A grant which assists a company in the actual 
production costs of Canadian books. This amount 
May svary from 6,500 to $15,000; 


2) A writer's reserve which is given to the publishing 
company to provide assistance to the Canadian 
writers which the company itself feels worthy of 
this assistance. The company need not necessarily 
publish»the works of these writers. The amount of 
this grant is from $1,500 to $15,000; and 


3) A marketing grant given to the publishing company 
for the promotion of a Canadian series or for 
special marketing requirements. The amount of 
this grant is approximately $200 to $2,000. 


Miss Grubb advised us that, while the Arts Council allocates 
these grants, it is up to the discretion of the publishing 
company as to what Canadian writers it would like to promote 
and how it would like to promote them. 


However, Miss Grubb advised us that if a writer has a 
complaint with respect to use of these funds by a publishing 
company, he/she may contact the Film, Photo and Literary 
Officer of the Ontario Arts Council. His address is as follows: 


Mr. R. Evans 

Film, Photo and Literary Officer 
Ontario Arts Council 

Suite 500, 151 Bloor Street West 
Toronto, Ontario M5S 1T6 
Telephone: (416) 961-1660 


In addition, we note that you have retained the services of 
a lawyer to look into this matter for you. We would advise you 
to seek further advice as to what legal recourse you may have. 
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We hope that this problem will be resolved to your 
satisfaction. In the event of any future correspondence 
with this Office, please be sure to quote our file reference 
number. 


Yours very truly, 


= 147) = 


SUITE 600 
65 QUEEN STREET WEST, TORONTO, ONTARIO 
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TELEPHONE (416) 362-7331 


Dear Madam: 


This will acknowledge your telephone conversation with 
Mr. Steven Howarth and Mr. Glenn Hainey of our Office on 
September 24, 1976. 


As I understand it, your complaint is against a private 
employer for requiring job applicants to submit to lie 
detector tests as a prerequisite to employment. You are 
asking for legislative changes to stop this invasion of 
privacy. 


Although I appreciate your desire to make these 
recommendations known, we must point out the limitations of 
Quin} Urisdiction . 


The Ombudsman Act, 1975, empowers the Ombudsman to 


"investigate any decision or recommendation 
madesor any act done or omitted in the course 
of the administration of a governmental 
organization and affecting any person or body 
of persons in his or its personal capacity." 


Governmental organization has been defined to mean 


"a Ministry, commission, board or other 
administrative unit of the Government of 
Ontario and includes any agency thereof." 


As you can see, our jurisdiction does not extend to 
effecting of general legislative change and, while I am not 
empowered to do anything about the problem, I must say that 
I share your point of view. 


| Mr. Steven Howarth of our staff has gathered together 
informatzon that you might find useful. 


Research into the area shows the trend in Canadian labour 
very often mirrors trends in the United States. A brief look 
at the American position may illuminate the problem. 


People in both the public and private sectors are finding 
that some employment hinges upon their submission to polygraph 
and psychological testing. There are many instances of the 
polygraph being used in commercial enterprises. For instance, 
a New York based retail chain apparently employed two teams of 
polygraph operators to travel to different stores, surprise 
the employees and question them about pilferage. FBI agents 
are reported to have utilized lie detectors on State Department 
officials in an effort to locate the sources of news leaks. 
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Because the use of the polygraph is growing in the labour 
context, three main areas of criticism become apparent: 


1. Challenges ‘to the reliability and 
Valadity of such testing, 


2. Concern about the availability and 
dissemination of the data; 


3. Fear of the loss of personal liberties 
through invasion of privacy. 


Employment screening tests in industry and government are 
broad overviews of the individual's personality and personal 
life. 


Their aim is to determine whether or not the applicant is 
suitable for hiring. The scope of the examination is therefore 
much greater than in criminal investigations. While use of the 
polygraph in criminal investigations poses problems with regard 
to reliability, its use in the employment industry creates a 
greater invasion of privacy due to the scope of the examination 
itself. 


In pre-employment screening, a number of areas are touched 
upon to determine the individual's normal response and to 
illuminate problem areas. Questions are generally about honesty, 
past work record, job attitude and underlying motives of the 
applicant, mental or physical problems, family difficulties, 
accidents, personal habits, personal associations and political 
activity. This type of probing leads to a fundamental criticism 
of polygraph use in this content-~a civil liberation objection. 
One writer has flatly stated: "The dignity of man is the issue." 


Other labour uses include periodic screening of employees 
and assisting in promotion decisions. Arbitration tribunals 
have argued against this use on the basis of its unproven 
reliability and the infringement of civil liberties that result. 
Martin Markson in "A Re-Examination of the Rule of Lie Detectors 
in Labour Relations" argues against widespread and compulsory 
use of the polygraph in industry. 


He points not only to the question of the validity of the 
polygraph but also the basic constitutional and legal principles 
involved. It violates the basic privilege against self- 
incrimination which is accorded criminal investigations and 
trials as well as the basic presumption of innocence. With 
regard to the latter, he states: 
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"The presumption of innocence, of course, 
applies in labour relations. Thus in every 
case involving the imposition of some form 
of discipline upon an employee, it is the 
accuser, the employer, who has the burden 
of proving the violation with appropriate 
evidence." 


_ He goes on to quote Jame. V. Altiere who put forth his 
position in this way: 


"In the field of proper industrial relations, 
the philosophy is as valid as in other 
sociological and jurisprudential relationships, 
that it is better for the occasional guilty 
person to escape unpunished than to court the 
possibility through less exacting norms, not 
only punishing the employees with the loss of 
their jobs for acts of which they may not be 
guilty but to also place upon them what might 
be an insurmountable burden in getting other 
employment." 


He says plainly that joining a parallel between courts of 
law and arbitral forums in the application of the privilege 
against self-incrimination and the presumption of innocence, 
plainly emanates from the fundamental concern of our legal 
system for fair, equitable and just application of the rules 
of law to all. He also points out that a pervasive concern 
is the right of the individual to privacy and where polygraph 
tests are used generally and liberally, the right to privacy 
is indeed being invaded. 


James. P. Lambert in "Lie-Detectors in the Employment 
Context" notes that for employees who are not protected by 
collective bargaining agreements, the impact of lie detector 
tests may be more harmful. Despite the congressional investi- 
gation and proposed legislation, there was, at his writing, 
still no federal protection. (In 1975, there were only 14 
states with legislation prohibiting lie detector tests in the 
employment context.) Lambert points out that the wording of 
such legislation is vital. The legislation of five states 
prohibits the employer from "requiring" the test and to prevent 
him from demanding or requiring it. Such wording has been 
interpreted to mean that the employer may request the tests and 
that the tests are permitted when considered "voluntary". He 
feels that both Minnesota and New Jersey have covered the area 
well. The former has legislation prohibiting "requiring or 
requesting by indirect or direct coersion and the latter outlaws 
influencing, requesting or requiring polygraph tests." Ina 
New Jersey case, State v. Community Distributors Incorporated, 
the Courts passed upon the issue of what degree of coersion was 
necessary. The defendant employer claimed he had only inquired 
of an employee as to whether he would volunteer for testing. 
The Courts dismissed that argument and held: 
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"It is eminently clear that, although the 
defendant's prospective employees are only 
requested to submit to a lie detector test, 
they are, in fact, ‘influenced’ to do so 
psychologically be being introduced to an 
establishment where many employees take the 
test.” 


As Lambert summarizes: 


"The New Jersey statute thus seemed to 
provide adequate protection for the 
individual and should serve as a model 
for states contemplating regulation in 
this area." 


On June 30, 1976, the Honourable Mr. Justice Donald R. 
Morand submitted a report based on The Royal Commission into 
Metropolitan Toronto Police Practices. In this report, he 
made reference to the use of the polygraph in the employment 
context. He states: 


"Although the use of the polygraph in 
employment screening and periodic employ- 
ment testing is not within the scope of 

this Commission, the evidence that I 

heard caused me such concern that I would 

be remiss in not mentioning it in passing. 
The American experience should be examined 
carefully. The polygraph industry was well- 
established before a close scrutiny of it 
was undertaken. Because of the dangers and 
abuses implicit in denying a person the right 
{oO Carn’ a Tiving on the basis™of this test. 
Minnesota has legislated a prohibition of 
the use of the polygraph in the sphere of 
employment. Other states have legislated 
standards for polygraph operators, and in 

an attempt to restrain unethical practices, 
have established licensing requirements. 
Unfortunately, except in those jurisdictions 
that have forbade employment testing, the 
scope of such tests is enlarging at an 
alarming rate. In Canada as well, employ- 
ment testing is increasing, and in view of 
the conclusions one must take from a close 
look at™the’ polygraph industry, 1b as to ‘be 
Sincerely hoped that our legislators will 
concern themselves with this issue before 
the regrettable American experience becomes 
Curse 
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To reiterate, this matter is outside our jurisdiction 
although the above remarks are intended to make clear my view 
of the matter. Those remarks are gathered from materials 
collected during a cursory research into the area for your 
benefit. 


If you are still interested in bringing about legislative 
change in regard to the use of the polygraph in labour, then 
I might suggest that you write to: 


The Honourable Bette Stephenson, M.D. 
Minister of Labour 

14th Floor 

400 University Avenue 

Toronto, Ontario 


Telephone: (416) 965-4101 
We hope that the above information is of some assistance 
to you in your efforts to have certain changes made. Should 
you wish to contact us again in connection with any of the 
above, please quote the file number. 


Yours faithfully, 


== ous 
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TELEPHONE (416) 362-7331 


Dear Madam: 


We have now had an opportunity to complete a review of 
your complaint regarding your husband's difficulties. 


We note that your husband's employment at a certain oil 
company was terminated effective August 31, 1976, as a result 
of psychiatric problems which you feel were indirectly caused 
by an explosion in which your husband was injured in May, 1973. 


We note that your husband has received psychiatric treat- 
ment in the past. You feel that he is in need of psychiatric 
treatment now but he refuses to see his psychiatrist. His 
psychiatrist has declined to have him committed to a psychiatric 
hospital. 


You feel that your husband may be entitled to receive 
Workmen's Compensation benefits, but that he may be unable to 
file a claim because of his psychiatric problems. We under- 
stand that your husband is, however, receiving long-term 
disability benefits from an insurance company. 


We understand that you are now separated from your husband 
and that you have consulted a lawyer for assistance in obtaining 
support from your husband for yourself and your daughter. 
Finally, your husband has assaulted you and your daughter on 
past occasions and from time to time, he embarrasses your 
daughter by watching her school from the street. 


We can well appreciate your concern that your husband 
receive psychiatric treatment. However, matters between a 
psychiatrist and his patient are private matters and are not 
Within Omr Jurssdaletion. 


The Ombudsman Act empowers the Ombudsman to 


"investigate any decision or recommendation 
made or any act done or omitted in the course 
of the administration of a governmental 
organization and affecting any person or 

body of persons in his or its personal 
Capacity. 


Governmental organization has been defined to mean 


"a Ministry, commission, board or other 
administrative unit of the Government of 
Ontario, and includes any agency thereof." 
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However, it is possible for you to swear an information 
before a Justice of the Peace under Section 9 of The Mental 
Health Act that your husband is believed to be suffering from 
a mental disorder and he should be examined in the interest of 
his own safety or the safety of others. If the Justice of the 
Peace is satisfied that an examination is necessary and can be 
arranged in no other way, he can order your husband to be 
examined by a psychiatrist. The examining psychiatrist may 
admit your husband as an involuntary patient to a psychiatric 
facility if be believes he is suffering from a mental disorder 
so as to require hospitalization in the interest of his own 
safety or the safety of others. You may swear an information 
before a Justice of the Peace at the Provincial Court (Family 
Division) .at 3ll Jarvis, Street, -Toronto. You should go to the 
Intake Department at the Family Court at this address where a 


social worker will interview you and assist you to swear the 
information. 


The Family Court may also be able to assist you in 
obtaining support. Alternatively, you lawyer will be able to 
assist you in this regard if he has not already done so. 


If your husband threatens or assaults you or your daughter, 
you can complain to the police, or you may swear an information 
before a Justice of the Peace that you fear your husband may 
injure you or your daughter. The Justice of the Peace will 
require your husband to appear before him and, if he is satisfied 
your fear is grounded, he may order your husband to enter Untoma 
recognizance or post a bond to keep the peace. If your husband 
then breaches the peace, he will face various penalties, including 
possible imprisonment. 


Finally, our staff would be pleased to assist your husband in 
investigating any claim he might have for Workmen's Compensation 
benefits. However, in order to proceed, we require your husband's 
authorization. You indicated to a member of our staff that you 
did not wish your name to be mentioned in any conversation with 
your husband. Unfortunately, it is impossible for us to contact 
your husband without explaining how we became apprised of his 
problem and we, therefore, feel unable to proceed at this time. 

We can only suggest that you advise your husband to contact us, at 
which time, we will be pleased to review this matter again. 


We hope that the above information will be of assistance to 
you in resolving your problem. In the event of any further 
correspondence relating to these matters, please be sure to quote 
our file number. 


VouUrss taichrully, 


Se ae 
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TELEPHONE (416) 362-7331 


Dear Madam: 


This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of March 8, 
1977, concerning the Family Benefits which you receive from 
the Ministry of Community and Social Services. 


It is our understanding from you letter and from your 
telephone conversations with Mrs. Joy Currie of our Legal 
Services Directorate, that you have been experiencing 
considerable difriculty in, paying your Nneating,billeon the 
allowance which you receive through your Family Benefit. 
Recently, you have become particulary concerned that the gas 
company may cut off your gas supply. You presently cannot 
afford to pay the arrears which have built up on your account. 


In order to determine what possible action might be taken 
in this regard, a member of our staff contacted officials at 
the Provincial Benefits Branch of the Ministry of Community 
and Social Services. 


We have been advised that a full review of your file has 
resulted in an increase in your fuel allowance of $5 per month. 
This will bring your monthly allowance up to $26. 


In response to the concern which we expressed with regard 
to the possible termination of your gas supply, officials at 
the Provincial Benefits Branch of the Ministry have agreed to 
pay the arrears which have accumulated throughout January and 
Februarysof 1977. A field worker will contact, yousshortilyestor 
copies of the bills which you received from the gas company 
for those two months. 


We were also advised that although certain aspects of the 
Family Benefit Assistance Programme are currently under serious 
review, the programme as a whole is presently not designed to 
reimburse gas payments on a monthly basis. Although the present 
system does produce some difficulties, every effort is made to 
solve unusual payment problems. It was suggested to us that we 
advise you to resume the practice of equalized billing payments. 
Equalized billing is preferred by the gas company, is more 
efficient to, administer) by the Ministry and i1tehelper to prevent 
the accumulation of bills which you have just experienced. We 
suggest that you contact their field worker with regard to this 
Maccen. 
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We note that in your telephone conversations with Mrs. 
Currie, you are also concerned about other aspects of the 
Family Benefits Programme. We suggest that you may wish to 
make your views known to the Executive Co-ordinator of the 
Ministry's Policy Analysis and Financial Planning Branch. 
ines cegard,, you should contact: 


Mr. D. G. Heagle 

Executive Co-ordinator 

Policy Analysis and Financial Planning Branch 
Ministry of Community and Social Services 
Hepburn Block, 6th Floor 

80 Grosvenor Street | 

Toronto, Ontario M7A 1E9 


We sincerely hope that our efforts have been of some 
assistance to you in the resolution of your current problem. 
In-the event of future correspondence with this Office, please 
be sure to include our file reference number. 


YOURS LTarventully, 


=e Ome 
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TELEPHONE (416) 362-7331 


SUAS 


Dear Sir: 


After I talked to you and your lawyer, I decided to take 
another look at your file, because it seemed to me that it may 
not be necessary for you to go through the whole appeal process 
again. I was also confused by the Appeal Board decision of 
July 23, 1976, which stated that you were in receipt of benefits 
amounting to 40%. My confusion stemmed from the fact that the 
decision of the Special Assistance Review Board referred to 
Workmen's Compensation payments of $57.75 a month. However, 
when I spoke to you, you advised me that you had now been 
granted a 40% pension and would be in receipt of $229.10 a 
month. I, therefore, called the Workmen's Compensation Board 
and had a long chat with one of the senior ofticials ..yvour 
‘payment history appears to be rather confusing, but I think I 
finally managed to get to the bottom of it. Here is how I 
understand it: 


You have been in receipt of a permanent disability pension 
of 10% since September 2, 1973. When this pension was first 
granted to you, it amounted to $48.50 a month. Subsequent cost 
of living increases made up the $57.75 a month to which reference 
was made in the decision of the Special Assistance Review Board 
of Mancn, 30th. 


In addition, you received a 5% lump sum payment of $544.15 
in 1973, based on a two-year period only. ~On July 2,-1974.you 
were granted an additional 25% pension for a 14-month period to 
terminate on September 2, 1975. In other words, until your 
recent appeal, as of September 2, 1975, you have been in receipt 
of a 10% pension only. 


On being reassessed by the Pensions Division at the direction 
of the Appeal Board, it was decided that you had entitlement to a 
40% permanent disability pension, retroactive to September 2, 1975. 
You therefore received a lump sum payment of $2,232.00, taking 
care of the retroactive portion of your pension and you will 
receive in future $229.10 a month. 


Since the most recent pension assessment was undertaken at 
the direction of the Appeal Board, it seems to me that it may 
not be necessary for you to go through the whole appeal process 
again, if you disagree with the most recent assessment. I would 
suggest that you ask your lawyer to write to the Appeal Board 
and advise the Board that you have requested the Ombudsman to 
investigate your claim. In order to do so, your lawyer requests 
confirmation on your behalf that the appeal process, as outlined 
in the Workmen's Compensation Act, has been completed. If the 
Board notifies you or your lawyer that the appeal process has 
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been completed, you should let me know right away and we will 
be glad to take a look at your claim to see if we can be of 
assistance. However, just in case the Board feels that you 
must go through the whole appeal process again, I enclose a 


copy of our "Guideline to the Workmen's Compensation Board 
Appeal Process." 


As I told you over the phone, I was also in touch with 
the Director of Provincial Benefits of the Ministry of Community 
and Social Services concerning your application for a Family 
Benefits Allowance which had been turned down not only by the 
Ministry, but also by the Social Assistance Review Board. Mr. 
Maloney was very concerned that the reason given by the Social 
Assistance Review Board for denying your appeal was that you 
refused to undergo back surgery. He feels that you should have 
the right to decide whether or not you wish to undergo major 
surgery, and that your eligibility for family benefits should 
not depend on that decision. He therefore asked me to discuss 
this matter with the Director of Provincial Benefits, who agreed 
that=your application ‘should have been accepted. He arranged to 
have it processed once more and the result was that you were 
accepted for Family Benefits as an unemployable person. Though 
Chas 1s) a Victory tor you, Lt is “al rather hollow one. = At the 
same time as the Provincial Benefits Branch decided to accept 
your application, the Workmen's Compensation Board also decided 
to increase your pension. This appeared to be considerably more 
than you would be able to receive in Family Benefits. If my 
figures are correct, your wife's C.P.P. disability allowance is 
$105.66, yours is $145.16 and your Workmen's Compensation pension 
jees229..10, making a total of $479.92. Because of your W.C-B. 
pension increase, the Director of Provincial Benefits of the 
Ministry of Community and Social Services will not proceed with 
Vvour application at this time. 


One more thing, I was also advised by the Workmen's 
Compensation Board that a copy of all the rating sheets will be 
forwarded to your lawyer. 


I am sending a copy of this letter to your lawyer, as you 
asked me to, so that both of you are aware of the steps taken 
by the Office of the Ombudsman on your behalf and the further 
action on your part. 

With best wishes, 


Yours sincerely, 


=) (sth 
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TELEPHONE (416) 362-7331 


Dear Sir: 


This serves to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 
September 8, 1976, and to confirm your wife's telephone 
conversation on October 4, 1976, with Miss Vera Holiad of 
this Office. 


We have now carefully reviewed your correspondence and 
it appears from that review that your complaint concerns a 
property tax increase on your cottage which you feel is 
unjustified. We can well appreciate your concern in this 
matter. However, we must point out that yours is a municipal 
problem. Regrettably, the Ombudsman is not empowered to deal 
with municipal matters. The following relevant passages of 
The Ombudsman Act will indicate to you why it is beyond the 
Ombudsman's competence to investigate your case, 


The Ombudsman Act empowers the Ombudsman to 


"investigate any decision or recommendation 
made or any act done or omitted in the course 
of the administration of a governmental 
organization and affecting any person or body 
of persons in his or its personal capacity." 


Governmental organization has been defined to mean 


"a Ministry, commission, board or other 
administrative unit of the Government of 
Ontario, and includes any agency thereof." 


However, it may be of interest to you that the Commission 
to Review Proposals for Property Tax Reform in Ontario is 
presently accepting submissions from all interested parties 
concerning the Ontario Government's proposals for a new system 
of property taxation based on market value assessment. The 
purpose of this review is to help ensure that the new taxation 
system is implemented in an efficient and equitable manner, and 
the Commission hopes that all Ontario residents with opinions 
and suggestions will manage to make representations. The 
proposals were originally published in the 1976 Ontario Budget, 
Budget Paper E, entitled "Reform of Property Taxation in Ontario." 
Copies of Budget Paper E containing background and explanatory 
information and the proposals themselves, may be obtained free 
of charge from Regional Assessment Offices or from Mr. Lawrence 
Close, Executive Secretary, Commission on Property Tax Reform, 
5th Floor; Frost Bualding, South, Queen’ s=Park> Toronto, Ontario 
M7A 1X7. Telephone: (4126) °965-9300°" If=yourwishyto submitters 
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been completed, you should let me know right away and we will 
be glad to take a look at your claim to see if we can be of 
assistance. However, just in case the Board feels that you 
must go through the whole appeal process again, I enclose a 
copy of our "Guideline to the Workmen's Compensation Board 
Appeal Process." 


As I told you over the phone, I was also in touch with 
the Director of Provincial Benefits of the Ministry of Community 
and Social Services concerning your application for a Family 
Benefits Allowance which had been turned down not only by the 
Ministry, but also by the Social Assistance Review Board. Mr. 
Maloney was very concerned that the reason given by the Social 
Assistance Review Board for denying your appeal was that you 
refused to undergo back surgery. He feels that you should have 
the right to decide whether or not you wish to undergo major 
surgery, and that your eligibility for family benefits should 
not depend on that decision. He therefore asked me to discuss 
this matter with the Director of Provincial Benefits, who agreed 
that your application should have been accepted. He arranged to 
have it processed once more and the result was that you were 
accepted for Family Benefits as an unemployable person. Though 
Eiis! 1G “a victory for you, 1t is -a=tather ehollow tone. At the 
same time as the Provincial Benefits Branch decided to accept 
your application, the Workmen's Compensation Board also decided 
to increase your pension. This appeared to be considerably more 
than you would be able to receive in Family Benefits. If my 
figures are correct, your wifes ‘¢.P.P. disability allowance is 
$105.66, yours is $145.16 and your Workmen's Compensation pension 
te 5229-10, making a total of $479.92. Because of your W.C.B: 
pension increase, the Director of Provincial Benefits of the > 
Ministry of Community and Social Services will not proceed with 
your application at this’ time. 


One more thing, I was also advised by the Workmen's 
Compensation Board that a copy of all the rating sheets will be 
forwarded to your lawyer. 


I am sending a copy of this letter to your lawyer, as you 
asked me to, so that both of you are aware of the steps taken 
by the Office of the Ombudsman on your behalf and the further 
action” on your part. 

With best wishes, 


Yours sincerely, 


mae (fash 
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TELEPHONE (416) 362-7331 


Dear Sir: 


This serves to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 
September 8, 1976, and to confirm your wife's telephone 
conversation on October 4, 1976, with Miss Vera Holiad of 
this Office: 


We have now carefully reviewed your correspondence and 
it appears from that review that your complaint concerns a 
property tax increase on your cottage which you feel is 
unjustified. We can well appreciate your concern in this 
matter. However, we must point out that yours is a municipal 
problem. Regrettably, the Ombudsman is not empowered to deal 
‘with municipal matters. The following relevant passages of 
The Ombudsman Act will indicate to you why it is beyond the 
Ombudsman's competence to investigate your case. 


The Ombudsman Act empowers the Ombudsman to 


"investigate any decision or recommendation 
made or any act done or omitted in the course 
of “Ehevadministration sol a governmental 
organization and affecting any person or body 
of persons in his or its personal capacity." 


Governmental organization has been defined to mean 


"a Ministry, commission, board or other 
administrative unit of the Government of 
Ontario, and includes any agency thereof." 


However, it may be of interest to you that the Commission 
to Review Proposals for Property Tax Reform in Ontario is 
presently accepting submissions from all interested parties 
concerning the Ontario Government's proposals for a new system 
of property taxation based on market value assessment. The 
purpose of this review is to help ensure that the new taxation 
system is implemented in an efficient and equitable manner, and 
the Commission hopes that all Ontario residents with opinions 
and suggestions will manage to make representations. The 
proposals were originally published in the 1976 Ontario Budget, 
Budget Paper E, entitled "Reform of Property Taxation in Ontario." 
Copies of Budget Paper E containing background and explanatory 
information and the proposals themselves, may be obtained free 
of charge from Regional Assessment Offices or from Mr. Lawrence 
Close, Executive Secretary, Commission on Property Tax Reform, 
5th Floor, Frost Building South, QOueen”s Park, Toronto, s0Ontaric 
M7A 1X7. Telephone: (416) 965-9300. If you wish to submit a 
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written presentation to Mr. Close, you must do so before the 
end of this month. 


We would also like to advise you that there are procedures 
whereby you may appeal property assessments. In the event that 
you feel that your property was assessed at too high a value 
when you receive your assessment notice for 1977, you may at 
that time launch an appeal. The procedure is as follows: You 
may appeal by giving notice in writing to the Regional Registrar 
of the Assessment Review Court outlining the reasons for your 
grievance. Notice must be given within 14 days of the return of 
assessment rolls. The Regional Registrar will advise you of a 
hearing by the Assessment Review Court. You will be asked to 
explain at this hearing the exact nature of your complaint. 

When the Assessment Review Court has heard and decided a complaint, 
the Regional Registrar will advise you in writing. 


Further appeal, should you be dissatisfied with the 
Assessment Review Court's decision, lies to the County Judge 
within 21 days of notice of the Assessment Review Court's 
decision being mailed to you. This appeal should be initiated 
by registered mail to the Regional Registrar. An appeal to the 
County Judge lies not only against a decision of the Assessment 
Review Court of an appeal to that Court, but also against any 
omission, neglect or refusal of that Court to hear or decide an 
appeal. The hearing of the appeal is considered to be in the 
nature of a new trial and you may produce further evidence in 
addition to that heard before the Assessment Review Court. 


Appeals from any decision of the County Judge must be filed 
with the Ontario Municipal Board within 21 days of notice of the 
Judge's decision being mailed. This appeal should be initiated 
by notice by registered mail to the Secretary of the Ontario 
Munieipal Board. 


Where an assessment is in an amount of $50,000 (or more) or 
has been increased by the Assessment Review Court to an amount 
of $50,000 (or more) and where no appeal is taken to the County 
Judge, an appeal also lies to the Ontario Municipal Board within 
21 days of a decision of the Assessment Review Court. 


In the above appeal procedures, you are entitled to legal 
respresentation. It may therefore be in your best interest to 
retain the services of a lawyer. If you do not have a lawyer, 
you may retain one either through the Lawyer Reterral Service 
or through Legal Aid. The Lawyer Referral Service is provided 
by the Law Society of Upper Canada. Its address is 


Lawyer Referral Service 

Law Society of Upper Canada 
Osgoode Hall 

130 Queen Street West 
Toronto, Ontario M4H 2N6 
Telephone: (416) 362-4741 


| 
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We hope that the above information will be of some 
assistance to you. If you have occasion to write this 
Office again, please be sure to quote our file number. 


Yours very truly, 


= Ou = 


SUITE 600 
65 QUEEN STREET WEST, TORONTO, ONTARIO 


iS The Ombudsman | Ontario MSH 2MB 


TELEPHONE (416) 362-7331 


Dear Madam : 


This serves to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 
September 4th, 1976. 


We have now carefully reviewed your letter, and it would 
appear that your complaint concerns the discrepancies in the 
prices being charged by pharmacies for drugs. 


We can understand your concern with respect to this matter. 
Unfortunately, this problem does not fall within our jurisdic- 
tion... The jurisdiction of the Ombudsman is limited on statute 
in some respects, thus precluding us from investigating certain 
matters that are referred to us. 


The, Ombudsman Act, 1975 provides in Section 15(1) that: 


"The function of the Ombudsman is to investi- 
gate any decision or recommendation made or 
any act done or omitted in the course of 
the administration of a governmental 
Srgani zation and atteclingpany person ox 
body of persons in his or its personal 
Capacity.” 


Governmental organization has been defined to mean 


"a Ministry, commission, board or other 
administrative unit of the Government of Ontario, 
and includes any agency thereof." 


Nonetheless a member of our staff contacted the Ministry 
of Health to determine whether legislation exists governing 
the cost of drugs. We were informed by an official of the Drugs 
amo therapeutics, Braneh of thes Ministry that; regrettably, no 
legislation as such exists, and that pharmacists may price their 
prescription drugs as they see fit. However, many pharmacies 
belong: to! a provincial government drug Pplanwcalled the Parcost 
Program. The general objective of the Parcost Program is to 
assist the people of Ontario in obtaining prescribed pharma- 
ceutical products of quality at a reasonable cost. 


The Ministry of Health compiled and maintains a publica- 
tion called the Parcost Comparative Drug Index which lists, 
among Otner things, drugs which are interchangeable, and their 
various prices. For instance, the drug your husband is using 
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is called, if one goes by its chemical name, glyburide, which 
is sold commercially under two different brand names. Although 
the two are made by different companies, they are normally 
interchangeable. The Parcost Index lists the price of onevat 
$7.63 per 100 tablets, and the other at $7.26 per 100 tablets. 
A pharmacist participating in the Parcost Program would, under 
normal circumstances, issue you the lower priced drug unless 
it was specified by your doctor that you were to receive only 
one particular drug, in which case there would be no choice. 
This is one reason which may account for the difference in 
prices. 


Another reason for a price difference is that all pharmacies 
charge a dispensing fee. Under the Parcost Program the maximum 
fee which a participating pharmacy may charge is $2.85. It must 
be noted, however, that no matter what the quantity or cost of the 
particular drug you are buying, the dispensing fee remains the 
same. For example, if the cost of your prescription is $10.00 
and the pharmacy is charging the maximum $2.85 dispensing fee, 
your total cost would be $12.85. However, if the cost of your 
prescription is only $2.00 you would still be charged a 
dispensing fee of $2.85. Therefore, as you can see, it is much 
less expensive to buy prescriptions in larger quantities. 


Please note that the Parcost Index lists maximum prices, 
which means that for competitive purposes various pharmacies 
may charge less than the maximum. It is therefore important 
to shop around before buying drugs. We suggest that you try 
several different pharmacies and ask how much they are charging 
for the drug you require and what their dispensing fee is. 
Pharmacies participating in the Parcost Program display signs 
to that effect on their doors. 


If you would like more information about the Parcost 
Program or have any further questions relating to this problem, 
we suggest you contact the Ministry of Health by writing or © 
Caliunigs 


Drugs and Therapeutics Branch, 
Ministry of Health, 

Hepburn Block, 8th Floor, 

80 Grosvenor Street, 

Toronto, Ontario. 

Telephone: (416) 965-6685 


It is hoped that the above information will be of some 
assistance to you in’ the clarification of this problem. [revou 
have occasion to write to our office again, please quote our 
file number. 


YOurSs Very <truly, 


Se fore alee 


SUITE 600 


5 65 QUEEN STREET WEST, TORONTO, ONTARIO 
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TELEPHONE (416) 362-7331 


Dear Sir: 


This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of January 
Sth, 1977, requesting information on the possibilities of 
further assistance for your two foster ‘children. 


We understand from your correspondence that in addition 
to your own five children, you have two foster sons, who suffer 
from terminal muscular dystrophy. The oldest boy, Harold, 
receives a disability pension of $250 a month. 


In an effort to assist you in this matter, a member of our 
staff contacted a variety of municipal and provincial govern- 
mental agencies involved in social services to Ontario com- 
munities. 


Unfortunately, we could find no other social assistance 
programme from which you would be able to draw further 
financial aid. 


Since you do not indicate in your letter whether or not 
Bobby is receiving a foster allowance, we should point out 
that he is eligible to apply for one from the Children's Aid 
Society. If he is not receiving a CAS allowance, he is 
eligible for a foster allowance from the Family Benefits 
Branch of the Ministry of Community and Social Services. 
This benefit, however, would not be more than $90 per month. 


The only possibility which we could discover in terms 
Of Providing you with more assistance as the following: 


If Bobby receives a foster allowance from the Family 
Benefits Branch of the Ministry of Community and Social 
Services, he may appeal to the Lieutenant Governor in Council 
for an Order in Council which would allow him to receive a 
disability benefit (instead of a foster allowance) even 
though i@s is under 18 years of age. This procedure which 
has been used in at least one case in the past, would 
raise his benefit to a maximum of $250 per month. 


DeevOumwish oO pursue this avenue of appeal form furcener 
assistance, you should contact: 
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Miss Valerie Spiers, 

Family Benefits Branch, 

Ministry of Community and 
Social Services, 

2195 Yonge Street, 10th Floor, 

Toronto, Ontario. 


It is clear that you and your family have been most generous 
in your involvement with Harold and Bobby over the past 11 years. 
We sincerely regret that we can be of no further assistance to you 
at this time. We will be most pleased, however, to inform you of 
any new avenues of appeal which develop in the future. 


In the event of future correspondence with this office, 
please be sure to include our file reference number. 


Yours very truly, 


any Oa 


SUITE 600 


d 65 QUEEN STREET WEST, TORONTO, ONTARIO 
The Ombudsman | Ontario MSH 2M5 


TELEPHONE (416) 362-7331 


Dear Madam: 


This will confirm your telephone conversation with Mrs. 
Joy Currie of our Legal Services Directorate on February 16, 
EO 


We understand from your letter of January 25, 1977, that 
on November 29, 1976, you wrote to the Old Age Security Office 
in Don Mills, Ontario, to inform them of your husband's death 
and to request that his pension be transferred to your name. 
On December 20, 1976, a cheque did arrive; however it was in 
your husband's name. 


Bventually, through the help of your MiP. , Mr. stanley 
Darling, you contacted Health and Welfare officials by 
telephone. It was then discovered that your cheque was lost 
in the mail. You were advised that you would be sent two 
forms which you would have to fill out and return to the Old 
Age Security Office in Don Mills. You have since received 
and completed the forms and have sent them in. To date, 
however, you have not received your cheque. 


With regard to your request for investigative assist- 
ance we should perhaps point out that The Ombudsman Act, 
1975, empowers the Ombudsman to 


"investigate any decision or recommendation 
Made Or any act done or omitted in ‘the 
course of the administration of a 
governmental organization and affecting 
any person or body of persons in his or 
its personal capacity." 


Governmental organization has been defined to mean 
eee eee ae ee eee 


Mal Ministry, .cOMmllosizom, DOardsor other 
administrative unit of the Government of 
Ontario and includes any agency thereof." 


As Old Age Security is a Federal Government programme, 
your problem, unfortunately, 1S outside the Ombudsman's 
Jurisdiction. 
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Nevertheless, in an effort to determine what the delay 
has been in issuing your cheque, a member of our staff contact- 
ed officials at the Old Age Security Office in Don Mills. We 
were advised that following receipt of both forms it takes 
approximately five to ten working days to issue a new cheque. 
Since that time has not yet lapsed your cheque has not com- 
pleted processing. However, you should receive the cheque 
by February 25th 197 7at the larest, 


We sincerely hope that the above information will be of 
some assistance in clarifying your present situation. If 
you do not receive your Old Age Security cheque by February 
25th, 1977, please do not hesitate to contact our office once 
again and we will make every effort to assist you. 


In future correspondence with this office regarding this 
matter, please be sure to include our file reference number. 


Yours very truly, 


aS 


ar Ol) eee 


SUITE 600 
65 QUEEN STREET WEST, TORONTO, ONTARIO 


The Ombudsman Ontario | M5H 2M5 


TELEPHONE (416) 362-7331 


Dear Madam: 


Further to our letter of January 25th, 1977, we have now 
carefully reviewed your file. 


It is our understanding that you are 17% years of age. At 
the present time, you are living with a family, however, you 
find the environment oppressive. You wish financial assistance 
so that you may live alone and continue your schooling. Regret- 
tably, this is a private matter and as such not within the 
jurisdiction of the Ombudsman. 


The Ombudsman Act, 1975, empowers the Ombudsman to 


"investigate any decision or recommendation 
made or any act done or omitted in the 
course of the administration of a govern- 
mental organization and affecting any person 
or body of persons in his or its personal 
Capacity. " 


Governmental organization has been defined to mean 


"a Ministry, commission, board or other 
administrative unit of the Government of 
Ontario and includes any agency thereof." 


We are uncertain as to the specifics of your situation. We 
do not know the circumstances whereby you are now living with 
this family and whether you have relatives whom you may contact 
for assistance. We would suggest that if a social worker is. 
involved in the placement in this home, you talk to her/him 
with respect to this matter. If there are relatives involved, 


we would advise you to contact them. 


However, we would like to outline for you the correspondence 
courses offered by the Ontario Ministry of Education. 


If you are a resident of Ontario and fit into one of the 
following categories, you are eligible for the correspondence 
courses programme: 


a) a person sixteen years of age or 
older who is not enrolled in day 
classes in a public or secondary 
school (there is no maximum age 
limit for enrolment) ; 
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b) a person who would normally be attending 
day school in Ontario, but cannot do so 
because of illness or distance from the 
nearest school; 


c) a person who is temporarily absent 
from Ontario (for a period not longer 
than three years); 


d) a student who is enrolled in Year 3, 
A OGES “AGrade- bil Vi2 “or #3) of ea 
public secondary school and whose 
principal agrees that correspondence 
courses (in some subject areas) would 
be an appropriate alternative to 
classroom attendance for that student. 
In this case, the principal must sign 
the student's application form. Final 
approval rests with the Chief Education 
Officer, Correspondence Courses. 


Correspondence courses are free and you may begin a course 
whenever you like. You can follow your own timetable for complet- 
ing assignments, and earn a certificate or credits at any time of 
the year. 


In addition to the elementary programme, courses cover a 
wide range of secondary school subjects, including business and 
commerce, drafting, English, French, geography, German, history, 
social sciences, Latin, classical studies, mathematics, the 
sciences, and the visual arts. 


In most cases, everything you need is supplied free of 
Charge, including textbooks, supplementary reading materials, 
cassette tapes, records, kits for some visual arts and science 
courses, instruments, and the lessons themselves. 


When you complete an assignment, you mail it to the Cor- 
respondence Courses office in Toronto for grading and review by 
a certified secondary school teacher. Your assignment is 
returned to you together with the teacher's comments and sug- 
gestions. While you're waiting, you move on to the next lesson. 


If you would like more information, you should write to 
the Correspondence Courses Office, at the following address: 


Correspondence Courses, 
909 Yonge Street, 
TOROMIEO/, Ontario, M4wW 3G2. 
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We would suggest that you also talk to an official at the 
Regional Office of the Ministry of Education. The nearest 
Regional Office is located at the following address: 


Bastern Ontario’ Regional Office, 
Ministry Of Education, 

SuULtCe: 301, 

1055 Princess Street, 

Rengston, Ontario, . Kite lio 
Telephone: 546-2641 


If you reach the age of 18 and require financial assistance, 
we would like to outline for you the General Welfare Assistance 
Programme, often called City/County Welfare. 


Municipalities can provide two types of financial assistance-- 


general assistance and extra money for special needs. General 
assistance is a monthly or weekly allowance similar to Family 
Benefits. It is designed to cover basic living needs. In 


addition, there are two allowances which may be available to people 
needing money for special things--special assistance and sup- 
plementary aid. These allowances provide for moving, surgical, 
dental and optical services; artificial limbs, hearing aids, 
transportation (to doctors), funerals and burials, spending 

money for people in nursing homes, rent supplement and extra- 
ordinary needs. 


ihe Ministry of Community and Social Services published 
a pamphlet--Do you need General Welfare Assistance?--which 
describes this programme. A copy may be obtained by contact- 
ing the Communications Branch of the Ministry of Community and 
Social Services. The address is as follows: 


Communications Branch, 

Ministry of Community and Social 
Services, 

7th Floor, Hepburn Block; 

Queen's Park, 

TOrontoy, Ontario: 

M7A 1E9. 

Telephone: (416) 965-7825 


We hope that above information will be of some assistance 
to you in this matter. However, should you wish to contact our 
office again, please be sure to quote our file reference number. 


VOULS Very "truly, 


wae AE 0) Wi 


SUITE 600 

: 65 QUEEN STREET WEST, TORONTO, ONTARIO 
ss, The Ombudsman | Ontario MSH 2M5 

TELEPHONE (416) 362-7331 


Dear Sir: 


This confirms your meeting with Mr. Steve Lechnowsky of 
our office at our Public/Private Hearings. in Huntsville pson 
October 27th, 19 76. 


We understand that your horses have Equine Infectious 
Anemia, and you were told by the Health of Animals Branch 
of Agriculture Canada that they must be destroyed. 


As Mr. Lechnowsky advised you, regrettably, this is a 
federal matter and as such not within the jurisdiction of 
the Ombudsman. 


The Ombudsman Act, 1975, empowers the Ombudsman to 


"investigate any decision or recommendation 
made or any act done or omitted in the course 
of the administration of a governmental 
Organization and affecting any person or body 
of persons in his or its personal capacity." 


Governmental organization has been defined to mean 


"a Ministry, commission, board or other 
administrative unit of the Government of 
Ontario and includes any agency thereof." 


Nevertheless, a member of our staff contacted the Health of 
Animals Branch in Ottawa and spoke with Dr. D. J. Skinner, who 
is in charge of the Equine Infectious Anemia Program. 

Dr. Skinner advised us that, under the Animal Contagious 
Diseases Act, horses which react positively to the coggins 
anemia test are ordered to be destroyed, however, compensation 
is provided for the owner of the deseased horses. 


Nonetheless, Dr. Skinner informed us that it might be 
possible for you to put your horses under permanent quarantine 
in a safe and approved area. For further information regarding 
this matter, you should contact the Regional Veterinarian of the 
Health of Animals Branch, Agriculture Canada, Dr. McAninch. 

His address is as follows: 
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Dr. McAninch 

Regional Veterinarian 
Health of Animals Branch 
Agriculture Canada 

2nd Floor, 909 Jane Street 
Toronto, Ontario 

M6N 4C6 

Telephone: (416) 966-6325 


Dr. Skinner also advised us that the Health of Animals 
Branch is aware of the study paper on the coggins tests and 
Equine Infectious Anemia written by Dr. L. Kittleson, however, 
many Other researchers in this area disagree with Dr. Kittleson's 
findings. Should you wish to obtain a different viewpoint on 
this matter, you might wish to contact Dr. Avery of the Animal 
Diseases Research Institute. His address is as follows: 


Drs AVery 

Agriculture Canada 

Animal Diseases Research Institute 
801 Fallowfield Road 

Plo. box LEs00y Station © HH 
Ottawa, Ontario K2H 8P9 
Telephone: 995-9800 


In addition, in the event that you do not reach a satis- 
factory resolution to your problem with Dr. McAninch, you might 
wish to bring this matter to the attention of the Minister of 
Agriculture, the Honourable Eugene Whelan, perhaps obtaining 
the co-operation of your federal Member of Parliament. 


We hope that this matter will be resolved to your satis- 
faction. However, should you wish to contact our office again, 
please be sure to quote the above file reference number. 


Yours very truly, 
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BILL 86 1975 


An Act to provide for an Ombudsman to 

investigate Administrative Decisions and Acts 

of Officials of the Government of Ontario and 
its Agencies 


: es MAJESTY, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Ontario, 
enacts as follows: 


1) in ths Act. Interpre- 


tation 


(a4) ‘governmental organization’’ means a Ministry, 
commission, board or other administrative unit of 
the Government of Ontario, and includes any agency 
thereof ; 


(5) “‘minister’’ means a member of the Executive 
Council. 


2. There shall be appointed, as an officer of the Legis- Ombudsman 
lature, an Ombudsman to exercise the powers and perform 
the duties prescribed by this Act. 


3. The Ombudsman shall be appointed by the Lieutenant Appolyt: 
Governor in Council on the address of the Assembly. 


4.—(1) Subject to this Act, the Ombudsman shall hold penure ct 
office for a term of ten years, but is removable at any time removal 
for cause by the Lieutenant Governor in Council on the 


address of the Assembly. 


(2) The Ombudsman may be reappointed for a further Reeéppoint- 
term or terms but shall retire upon attaining the age of ar 


sixty-five years. eurement 
5.—(1) The Ombudsman shall devote himself exclusively Nevin! 
mployment 


to the duties of his office and shall not hold any other office 
under the Crown or engage in any other employment. 


(2) The Public Service Act and The Public Service Super- mee rage 


annuation Act do not apply to the Ombudsman. cc. 386, 387 


86 


Salary 


Idem 


Expenses 


Pension 
1973, c. 152 


Temporary 
Ombudsman 


Staff 


Benefits 
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6.—(1) The Ombudsman shall be paid a salary to be fixed 
by the Lieutenant Governor in Council. 


(2) The salary of the Ombudsman shall not be reduced 
except on address of the Assembly. 


(3) The Ombudsman is entitled to be paid reasonable 
travelling and living expenses while absent from his ordinary 
place of residence in the exercise of his functions under this 
TANGLE 


(4) Part II of The Legislative Assembly Retirement Allow- 
ances Act, 1973, except sections 15 and 16, subsection 5 of 
section 18 and clause a of subsection 2 of section 19, applies, 
mutatis mutandis, to the Ombudsman in the same manner 
as if he were a member of the Legislative Assembly and 
for the purpose, 


(a) ‘average annual remuneration’ means the average 
annual salary of the Ombudsman during any five 
yeurs of his service, which years need not be con- 
secutive, during which his salary was highest; and 


(b) ‘‘remuneration” means the salary of the Ombuds- 
man. 


7. In the event of the death or resignation of the Ombuds- 
man while the Legislature is not in session or if he is unable 
or neglects to perform the functions of his office, the Lieu- 
tenant Governor in Council may appoint a temporary 
Ombudsman, to hold office for a term of not more than six 
months, who shall, while in such office, have the powers and 
duties and perform the functions of the Ombudsman and 
shall be paid such salary or other remuneration and expenses 
as the Lieutenant Governor in Council may fix. 


8.—(1) Subject to the approval of the Lieutenant Gover- 
nor in Council, the Ombudsman may employ such officers 
and other employees as the Ombudsman considers necessary 
for the efficient operation of his office and may determine 
their salary and remuneration and terms and conditions of 


employment. 


(2) The employee benefits applicable from time to time 
to the public servants of Ontario with respect to, 


(a) cumulative vacation and sick leave credits for 


regular attendance and payments in respect of such 
credits ; 
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(5) plans for group life insurance, medical-surgical 
insurance or long-term income protection; and 


(c) the granting of leave of absence, 


apply to the permanent and full-time employees of the 
Ombudsman and where such benefits are provided for in 
regulations made under The Public Service Act, the Ombuds- Ee ay 
man, or any person authorized in writing by him, may 
exercise the powers and duties of a Minister or Deputy 
Minister or of the Civil Service Commission under such 
regulations. 


(3) The Public Service Superannuation Act applies to the mavens» 
permanent and full-time probationary staff of the Ombuds- tion 
man as though the Ombudsman were a commission designated pg 0. 1970, 
by the Lieutenant Governor in Council under section 27 of °%87 
that Act. 


8. The Ombudsman may lease such premises and acquire Premises 
; : : and supplies 
such equipment and supplies as are necessary for the efficient 
operation of his office. 


10. The salary of the Ombudsman and the expenses palate 
required for the operation of his office are payable, until the expenses 
31st day of March, 1976, out of the Consolidated Revenue 
Fund and thereafter out of moneys appropriated therefor 
by the Legislature. 


11. The accounts and financial transactions of the office Audit 
of the Ombudsman shall be audited annually by the 
Provincial Auditor. 


12. The Ombudsman shall report annually upon the no 
affairs of his office to the Speaker of the Assembly who shall 
cause the report to be laid before the Assembly if it is in 


session or, if not, at the next ensuing session. 


13.—(1) Before commencing the duties of his office, the pelea 
Ombudsman shall take an oath, to be administered by the secrecy 
Speaker of the Assembly, that he will faithfully and im- 
partially exercise the functions of his office and that he will 
not, except in accordance with subsection 2, disclose any 


information received by him as Ombudsman. 


(2) The Ombudsman may disclose in any report made Disclosure 
by him under this Act such matters as in his opinion ought 
to be disclosed in order to establish grounds for his con- 
clusions and recommendations. 
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14. This Act does not apply, 
(a) to judges or to the functions of any court; or 


(b) to deliberations and proceedings of the Executive 
Council or any committee thereof. 


15.—(1) The function of the Ombudsman is to investi- 
gate any decision or recommendation made or any act done 
or omitted in the course of the administration of a govern- 
mental organization and affecting any person or body of 
persons in his or its personal capacity. 


(2) The Ombudsman may make any such investigation on 
a complaint made to him by any person affected or by any 
member of the Assembly to whom a complaint is made by 
any person affected, or of his own motion. 


(3) The powers conferred on the Ombudsman by this 
Act may be exercised notwithstanding any provision in any 
Act to the effect that any such decision, recommendation, 
act or omission is final, or that no appeal lies in respect 
thereof, or that no proceeding or decision of the person or 
organization whose decision, recommendation, act or omission 
it is shall be challenged, reviewed, quashed or called in 
question. 


(4) Nothing in this Act empowers the Ombudsman _ to 
investigate any decision, recommendation, act or omission, 


(a) in respect of which there is, under any Act, a right 
of appeal or objection, or a right to apply for a 
hearing or review, on the merits of the case to any 
court, or to any tribunal constituted by or under 
any Act, until that right of appeal or objection or 
application has been exercised in the particular 
case, or until after any time for the exercise of that 
right has expired; 

(b) of any person acting as legal adviser to the Crown 

or acting as counsel to the Crown in relation to any 

proceedings. 


(5) If any question arises whether the Ombudsman has 
jurisdiction to investigate any case or class of cases under 
this Act, he may, if he thinks fit, apply to the Supreme 
Court for a declaratory order determining the question. 


16.—(1) The Assembly may make general rules for the 
guidance of the Ombudsman in the exercise of his functions 
under this Act. 


86 


iif 


2) 


(2) All rules made under this section shall be deemed to be 14e™ 
regulations within the meaning of The Regulations Act. arty tes 


(3) Subject to this Act and any rules made under this Procedures 
section, the Ombudsman may determine his procedures. 


17.—(1) Every complaint to the Ombudsman shall be ReeaE 
made in writing. 


(2) Notwithstanding any provision in any Act, where any Tobe | 

: c sme : /. forwarded 
‘letter written by an inmate of any provincial correctional 
institution or training school or a patient in a provincial 
psychiatric facility 1s addressed to the Ombudsman it shall 
be immediately forwarded, unopened, to the Ombudsman by 
the person for the time being in charge of the institution, 
training school or facility. 


18.—(1) If, in the course of the investigation of any com- eenceran 
plaint within his jurisdiction, it appears to the Ombudsman, _ refuse to 
investigate 
complaint 


(a) that under the law or existing administrative practice 
there is an adequate remedy for the complainant, 
whether or not he has availed himself of it; or 


(b) that, having regard to all the circumstances of the 
case, any further investigation is unnecessary, 


he may in his discretion refuse to investigate the matter 
further. 


(2) Without limiting the generality of the powers conferred !dem 

on the Ombudsman by this Act, the Ombudsman may in 
his discretion decide not to investigate, or, as the case may 
require, not to further investigate, any complaint if it relates 
to any decision, recommendation, act or omission of which 
the complainant has had knowledge for more than twelve 
months before the complaint is received by the Ombudsman, 
or, if in his opinion, 


(a) the subject-matter of the complaint is trivial; 


(b) the complaint is frivolous or vexatious or is not made 
in good faith; or 


(c) the complainant has not a sufficient personal interest 
in the subject-matter of the complaint. 


(3) In any case where the Ombudsman decides not to Complainant 
investigate or further investigate a complaint he shall inform informed 
the complainant in writing of that decision, and may if he 
thinks fit state his reasons therefor. 
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19.—(1) Before investigating any matter, the Ombuds- 
man shall inform the head of the governmental organization 
affected of his intention to make the investigation. 


(2) Every investigation by the Ombudsman under this 
Act shall be conducted in private. 


(3) The Ombudsman may hear or obtain information 
from such persons as he thinks fit, and may make such 
inquiries as he thinks fit and it is not necessary for the 
Ombudsman to hold any hearing and no person is entitled 
as of right to be heard by the Ombudsman, but, if at any 
time during the course of an investigation, it appears to the 
Ombudsman that there may be sufficient grounds for his 
making any report or recommendation that may adversely 
affect any governmental organization or person, he shall give 
to that organization or person an opportunity to make 
representations respecting the adverse report or recom- 
mendation, either personally or by counsel. 


(4) The Ombudsman may in his discretion, at any time 
during or after any investigation, consult any minister who 
is concerned in the matter of the investigation. 


(5) On the request of any minister in relation to any 
investigation, or in any case where any investigation relates 
to any recommendation made to a minister, the Ombuds- 
man shall consult that minister after making the investiga- 
tion and before forming a final opinion on any of the matters 
referred to in subsection 1 or 2 of section 22. 


(6) If, during or after an investigation, the Ombudsman 
is of opinion that there is evidence of a breach of duty or of 
misconduct on the part of any officer or employee of any 
governmental organization, he may refer the matter to the 
appropriate authority. 


20.—(1) The Ombudsman may from time to time require 
any officer, employee or member of any governmental 
organization who in his opinion 1s able to give any infor- 
mation relating to any matter that is being investigated by the 
Ombudsman to furnish to him any such information, and 
to produce any documents or things which in the Ombuds- 
man’s opinion relate to any such matter and which may be 
in the possession or under the control of that person. 


(2) The Ombudsman may summon before him and examine 
on oath, 


(a) any complainant ; 
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(6) any person who is an officer or employee or member 
of any governmental organization and who, in the 
Ombudsman’s opinion, is able to give any informa- 
tion mentioned in subsection 1: or 


(c) any other person who, in the Ombudsman’s opinion, 
is able to give any information mentioned in sub- 
section 1, 


and for that purpose may administer an oath. 


(3) Subject to subsection 4, no person who is bound by Secrecy 
the provisions of any Act, other than The Public Service acl B.0 1070, 
to maintain secrecy in relation to, or not to disclose, any 
matter shall be required to supply any information to or 
answer any question put by the Ombudsman in relation to 
that matter, or to produce to the Ombudsman any document 
or thing relating to it, if compliance with that requirement 
would be in breach of the obligation of secrecy or non-dis- 
closure. 


(4) With the previous consent in writing of any com- Idem 
plainant, any person to whom subsection 3 applies may be 
required by the Ombudsman _ to supply information or 
answer any question or produce any document. or thing 
relating only to the complainant, and it is the duty of the 
person to comply with that requirement. 


(5) Every person has the same privileges in relation to the Privileges 
giving of information, the answering of questions, and the 
production of documents and things as witnesses have in 
any court. 


(6) Except on the trial of any person for perjury in respect Protection 

of his sworn testimony, no statement made or answer given 
by that or any other person in the course of any inquiry by 
or any proceedings before the Ombudsman is admissible 
in evidence against any person in any court or at any inquiry 
or in any other proceedings, and no evidence in respect of 
proceedings before the Ombudsman shall be given against 
any person. 


(7) A person giving a statement or answer in the course dae 
of any inquiry or proceeding before the Ombudsman shall edits 
be informed by the Ombudsman of his right to object to 
answer any question under section 5 of the Canada Evidence 


Act. 
(8) No person is liable to prosecution for an offence against Prosecution 


any Act, other than this Act, by reason of his compliance 
with any requirement of the Ombudsman under this section. 
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(9) Where any person is required by the Ombudsman to 
attend before him for the purposes of this section, the person 
is entitled to the same fees, allowances, and expenses as if 
he were a witness in the Supreme Court, and the provisions of 
any Act, regulation or rule in that behalf apply accordingly. 


21.—(1) Where the Attorney General certifies that the 
giving of any information or the answering of any question 
or the production of any document or thing, 


(a) might interfere with or impede investigation or 


- detection of offences; 


(b) might involve the disclosure of the deliberations of 
the Executive Council; or 


(c) might involve the disclosure of proceedings of the 
Executive Council or of any committee of the 
Executive Council, relating to matters of a secret or 
confidential nature, and would be injurious to the 
public interest, 


the Ombudsman shall not require the information or answer 
to be given or, as the case may be, the document or thing to 
be produced. 


(2) Subject to subsection 1, the rule of law which authorizes 
or requires the withholding of any document, or the refusal 
to answer any question, on the ground that the disclosure of 
the document or the answering of the question would be 
injurious to the public interest does not apply in respect of 
any investigation by or proceedings before the Ombudsman. 


22.—(1) This section applies in every case where, after 
making an investigation under this Act, the Ombudsman 
is of opinion that the decision, recommendation, act or 
omission which was the subject-matter of the investigation, 


(a) appears to have been contrary to law; 

(b) was unreasonable, unjust, oppressive, or improperly 
discriminatory, or was in accordance with a rule of 
law or a provision of any Act or a practice that 1s 
or may be unreasonable, unjust, oppressive, or 1m- 


properly discriminatory ; 


(c) was based wholly or partly on a mistake of law or 
fact; or 


(d) was wrong. 
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(2) This section also applies in any case where the Om- Idem 
budsman is of opinion that in the making of the decision or 
recommendation, or in the doing or omission of the act, a 
discretionary power has been exercised for an improper 
purpose or on irrelevant grounds or on the taking into account 
of irrelevant considerations, or that, in the case of a decision 
made in the exercise of any discretionary power, reasons 
should have been given for the decision. 


(3) If in any case to which this section applies the Om- Pmouasman's 


budsman 1s of opinion, ee 
mendations 


(a) that the matter should be referred to the appropriate 
authority for further consideration ; 


(b) that the omission should be rectified ; 


(c) that the decision or recommendation should be can- 
celled or varied ; 


(2) that any practice on which the decision, recommenda- 
tion, act or omission was based should be altered; 


(e) that any law on which the decision, recommendation, 
act or omission was based should be reconsidered ; 


(f) that reasons should have been given for the decision 
or recommendation ; or 


(g) that any other steps should be taken, 


the Ombudsman shall report his opinion, and his reasons 
therefor, to the appropriate governmental organization, and 
may make such recommendations as he thinks fit and he may 
request the governmental organization to notify him, within a 
specified time, of the steps, if any, that it proposes to take to 
give effect to his recommendations and the Ombudsman 
shall also send a copy of his report and recommendations to 
the minister concerned. 


ET: , 4 ee, 
(4) If within a reasonable time after the report is made Koon priate 


no action is taken which seems to the Ombudsman to be action 
. : é : : taken 

adequate and appropriate, the Ombudsman, in his discretion, 

after considering the comments, if any, made by or on behalf 

of any governmental organization affected, may send a 

copy of the report and recommendations to the Premier, 

and may thereafter make such report to the Assembly on 


the matter as he thinks fit. 
(5) The Ombudsman shall attach to every report sent or Idem 


made under subsection 4 a copy of any comments made by 
or on behalf of the governmental organization affected. 
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23.—(1) Where, on any investigation following a com- 
plaint, the Ombudsman makes a recommendation under 
subsection 3 of section 22, and no action which seems to the 
Ombudsman to be adequate and appropriate is taken thereon 
within a reasonable time, the Ombudsman shall inform the 
complainant of his recommendation, and may make such 
comments on the matter as: he thinks fit. 


(2) The Ombudsman shall in any case inform the com- 
plainant, in such manner and at such time as he thinks proper, 
of the result of the investigation. 


24. No proceeding of the Ombudsman shall be held bad 
for want of form, and, except on the ground of lack of juris- 
diction, no proceeding or decision of the Ombudsman is 
liable to be challenged, reviewed, quashed or called in 
question in any court. 


28.—(1) No proceedings lie against the Ombudsman, or 
against any person holding any office or appointment under 
the Ombudsman, for anything he may do or report or say 
in the course of the exercise or intended exercise of his 
functions under this Act, unless it is shown that he acted in 
bad faith. 


(2) The Ombudsman, and any such person as aforesaid, 
shall not be called to give evidence in any court, or in any 
proceedings of a judicial nature, in respect of anything coming 
to his knowledge in the exercise of his functions under this 
xCt. 


(3) Anything said or any information supplied or any 
document or thing produced by any person in the course of 
any inquiry by or proceedings before the Ombudsman under 
this Act is privileged in the same manner as if the inquiry 
or proceedings were proceedings in a court. 


26.—(1) For the purposes of this Act, the Ombudsman 
may at any time enter upon any premises occupied by any 
governmental organization and inspect the premises and 
carry out therein any investigation within his jurisdiction. 


(2) Before entering any premises under subsection 1, the 
Ombudsman shall notify the head of the governmental 
organization occupying the premises of his purpose. 


(3) The Attorney General may by notice to the Ombuds- 
man exclude the application of subsection 1 to any specified 
premises or class of premises if he is satisfied that the exercise 
of the powers mentioned in subsection 1 might be prejudicial 
to the public interest. 
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(4) Where a notice is given under subsection 3 and in the Order 
ois ee : judge 
opinion of the Ombudsman it is necessary to take an action 
apparently prevented by the notice, the Ombudsman may 
apply to a judge of the High Court for an order setting aside 

the notice in respect of such action and, where the judge is 
satisfied that such action would not be prejudicial to the 
public interest, he may make the order. 


27.—(1) The Ombudsman may in writing delegate to Delegation 
any person holding any office under him any of his powers 
under this Act except the power of delegation under this 
section and the power to make a report under this Act. 


(2) Every delegation under this section is revocable at will Delegation 
and no such delegation prevents the exercise by the Om- ; 
budsman of any power so delegated. 


(3) Every such delegation may be made subject to such Restrictions 
restrictions and conditions as the Ombudsman thinks fit. conditions 


(4) In the event that the Ombudsman by whom any such Continuing 
delegation is made ceases to hold office, the delegation con- delegation 
tinues in effect so long as the delegate continues in office or 


until revoked by a succeeding Ombudsman. 


(5) Any person purporting to exercise any power of the Eyisence of 
Ombudsman by virtue of a delegation under this section 
shall, when required so to do, produce evidence of his authority 
to exercise the power. 


28. Every person who, Offences 
penalties 
(a) without lawful justification or excuse, wilfully 
obstructs, hinders or resists the Ombudsman or 
any other person in the performance of his functions 


under this Act; or 


(6) without lawful justification or excuse, refuses or 
wilfully fails to comply with any lawful requirement 
of the Ombudsman or any other person under this 
Act; OT 


(c) wilfully makes any false statement to or misleads or 
attempts to mislead the Ombudsman or any other 
person in the exercise of his functions under this 
AC 
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is guilty of an offence and liable on summary conviction to 
a fine of not more than $500 or to imprisonment for a term of 
not more than three months, or to both. 


29. The provisions of this Act are in addition to the pro- 
visions of any other Act or rule of law under which any 
remedy or right of appeal or objection is provided for any 
person, or any procedure is provided for the inquiry into or 
investigation of any matter, and nothing in this Act limits or 
affects any such remedy or right of appeal or objection or 
procedure. 


30. This Act comes into force on a day to be named by 
proclamation of the Lieutenant Governor. 


31. This Act may be cited as The Ombudsman Act, 1975. 
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APPENDIX "“B" 


OFFICE OF THE OMBUDSMAN 


PRIVATE HEARINGS 


SEPTEMBER 22, 1976 - MARCH 24, 1977 


HEARINGS # 26 GODERICH 


9e30am MacKay Hall 
=9 =: 30pm Goderich 

Mr. Maloney : Medico-Legal Dinner 
spoke 

evening 


Hugh Edighoffer, MPP attended 
hearings briefly 


HEARINGS a LISTOWEL 
LOeO0an = Municipal Badge 
9:30pm Listowel 


SEPTEMBER 22/76 


49 Interviews 
=22 Within Jurisdiction 
=27 Not within jurisdiction 


Attendance :200 


SEPTEMBER 23/76 


30 Interviews 
-24 within jurisdiction 
=O NOt Within JULES reeLon 


HEARINGS # 


9:30am - 
9 = 30pm 


HEARINGS 


10:00am - 
9:00pm 


HEARINGS 


LOs 00am = 
9:00pm 


HEARINGS 


10 200am = 
8:00pm 


Mr. Maloney 
spoke 
evening 


Mie Maloney, 
spoke 
afternoon 


ok 
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ORILLIA 


Council Chamber 
Orillia 
MIDLAND 


Municipal Council 
Chamber, Midland 


BARRIE 


Council Chamber 


City, Hall, Barrie 


PARRY SOUND 


Municipal Council 
Chamber, Parry Sound 


SEPTEMBER 29/76 


53 Interviews(55 complaints) 
-J0°WLthin JUrisdictron 
=2/ not within: jurwsdicelor 


SEPTEMBER 30/76 


49 Interviews(57 complaints) 
—19.within jJuLisaretion 
-38 nob Within  jurisdicelen 


OCTOBER 1/76 


54 Interviews (60 complaints) 
=SoowWLthin gurisairceion 
=22 NOt within subvedrerion 


OCTOBER 97/7/:6 


38 Interviews 

=—“G-within jUpredi orien 

=32 not within jurisaic— 
Exon 


Service Clubs plus Attendance: 275 
Medical & Legal 

professions (Bobby Orr 

Arena) 

Parry Sound High Attendance: 450 


School Assembly 


ny 


HEARINGS # 32 HAMILTON OCTOBER 22/76 


94 
10:00am - Mohawk College 87 Interviews ( complaints) 


9:00pm | Hamilton -61 within jurisdiction 
“JI SnOt Within, JuLrLSsarctiron 
(1 brief on Ombudsman 


jurisdiction) 
Mr. Maloney 
Public Mohawk College Attendance: 75 
Meeting Hamilton 
v3 0pm 


MPPs attending public meeting: 


Michael Davison (NDP, Hamilton Centre) 

Bob MacKenzie (NDP, Hamilton East) 

Ms. Virginia Edwards Cott (representative 
fronmDioe stuart Smith" Ss» -Riding office 

Pevercunnangiamn, MPP 


Hon. John Smith attended hearings during 
the day. 


HEARINGS # 33 


10:00am - 
8:00pm 


Mr. Madoney 
spoke 
noon 


Mr. Maloney 
spoke 
evening 


Gilles Morin 
spoke noon 
Oct-22 9776 


LPG 
CAMBRIDGE 


Council Chamber 
Cambridge City Hall 


University of Guelph 
student body 


Cambridge-Guelph Life 
Underwriters' Assoc. 


Guelph Rotary Club 


Harry Worton, MPP attended 
University when Mr. Maloney 


spoke 


OCTOBER Re 3/4/6 


a 


ae) 
45 Interviews ( complaints) 
-17 within jurisdiction 
—36 not Within, juprsarce re ron 


Attendance: P25 


Attendance: 215 


Attendance: 150 


ey og 


HEARINGS # 34 BRACEBRIDGE OCTOBER 20/76 
; 25 
10:00am - Auditorium, Brace- 22 Interviews (complaints) 
8:00pm bridge Municipal 25 WLtLhIn j\urisaiceion | 
| Bldg. -20 not within juris- 
diction 
HEARINGS # 35 HUNTSVILLE OCTOBER 21/76 
(36 
O00 Oran = Auditorium, Town 27 Interviews complaints) 
8:00pm Halil, Huntsvilte - 6 within jurisdiction 
=—30 not Within jJuxisdir ction 
HEARINGS # 36 DRY DEN NOVEMBER 3/76 
$5) 
10:00am - Best Western Motor 31 Interviews (complaints) 
8:00pm Inn, Dryden = 17 within Jurisdiction 
- 16 nO within sured cunon 
Gary Speranzini Dryden High School Attendance: 75 
spoke (2 grade 13, 1 law) 
HEARINGS He oe SIOUX LOOKOUT NOVEMBER 4/76 
(33 
10:00am - Royal Canadian Legion 31 Interviews complaints) 
8:00pm Hall, Sioux Lookout Svs Nalvstgaihgy -seligekavslwe enuelo 
—2JL not within Jurisdictro: 
Gary Speranzini Sioux Lookout High Attendance: 370 


spoke , School assembly 


HEARINGS # 38 


10:00am - 
8:00pm 


Gary Speranzini 
spoke 


HEARINGS # 39 


Gary Speranzini 
spoke 


HEARINGS # 40 


10:30am - 
8:00pm 


Gary Speranzini 
spoke 


HEARINGS # 41 


L0300am — 
8:00pm 


Gary Speranzini 
spoke 


= 7/91 = 


RED LAKE NOVEMBER 4/76 
(28 
the Anglican @hurcch 22 Interviews complaints) 


Balmertown -10 within jurisdiction 


-18 not within jurisdiction 


Red Lake High School 


Attendance: 200 
(7 and: classes) 


MARATHON NOVEMBER 17/76 


eee 


Recreation Hall 


10 Interviews 
Marathon - 


4 within jurisdiction 
6 not within Jurisdiction 


Marathon District High Attendance: 2) 
School assembly 


NIPIGON NOVEMBER 16/76 


(12 

11 Interviews complaints) 
=i Siwithin jurisdiction 

- 4 not within jurisdiction 


Municipal Council 
Chamber, Nipigon 


Red Rock District High Attendance: 75 


“SCHOOL 


GERALDTON NOVEMBER 18/76 


rene 


Municipal Council 
Chamber, Geraldton - 


30 Interviews 
13 within jurisdiction 
17 not within Jurisdiction 


Geraldton High School Attendance: 


130 students 
assembly 


HEARINGS # 42 


10:00am - 
8:00pm 


Mr. Maloney 
spoke 
noon 


afternoon 


evening 


Ken Cavanagh 
spoke 
evening 


Gary Speranzini 
spoke 
morning 


HEARINGS # 


Gary Speranzini 
spoke 


cat PACT, Se 


PETERBOROUGH 


County Building 
Peterborough 


Peterborough Kiwanis 
Club 


Students & Faculty 
Sir Sandford Fleming 
College 


Associaton of Friends 
Sir Sandford Fleming 
College 


Trenton Kiwanis Club 


CWwabeter: Ss Cathotle 
Ha gm scnool 


TRENTON 


Council Chamber 
Trenton 


Trenton High School 
assembly 


Hugh O' New, MPP attended 
hearings briefly in the 


evening. 


NOVEMBER 25/76 


(65 


56 Interviews complaints) 


=~ 23 Within 


JuGisdi ction 


= 42 not within jurcisdictio: 


Attendance: 


Attendance: 


Attendance: 


Attendance: 


Attendance: 


150 


25 


100 


30 


40 


NOVEMBER 26/76 


Titieervilews 


(75 complaints’ 


= 34 within jJurisdpction 
- 4] not within jurisdiction 


Attendance: 


500 


gee Thc beet 


HEARINGS # 44 MATTAWA DECEMBER 9/76 
(26 
10:0 Cam == Mattawa Town Hall 24 Interviews complaints) 
8:00pm = J Within jurusaiceron 


—lJ.not Wlehin = juvrsdauemlon 


Gary Speranzini F.J.McElligott High Attendance: 60 
spoke School 
afternoon 
HEARINGS # 45 NEW LISKEARD DECEMBER 8/76 
10:00am - Community Centre 38 Interviews 
8:00pm New Liskeard = 14 within’ gurisaiceron 


= 24 not within _ 
(1 not determined) 


Gilles Morin 
Ken Cavanagh 


Gary Speranzini New Liskeard Secondary Total:200 students 
spoke School 

Gilles Morin Ecole Secondaire TOta bs. =p 

spoke Ste. Marie 

Gilles Morin New Liskeard Agricultural Total: 100 


spoke College 
One Detew / 


HEARINGS # 46 ENGLEHART DECEMBER 7/76 
(32 
10:00am - Community Centre Zoe INCery Lews  COmpied meas 
8:00pm Englehart = 40OawivthaneyUrtsdretion 


et by Sigvone oh fieleliiiahe, | 


Gary Speranzini Englehart High School Attendance: 60 


spoke 
afternoon 


HEARINGS # 4 


Private 
Interviews 
10:00 a.m.- 
S oChUe Ta .in's 


Ear Philip, M. PsP: 


HEARINGS # 48 


Private 
Interviews 
POU saelt.. — 
$200 Peme 


Ken Cavanagh 


spoke -:9:00 a.m. 


Douglas; Waseman, M.P.P. 


= 


HEARINGS # 


Private 
Interviews 
eee (0 cael. = 
CUO. Tie 


Mr. Maloney 
spoke 6:30 p.m. 


~) 
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TORONTO WEST END JANUARY 13, OWT. 
Council Chamber (24 interviews) 
Civic Centre = S®within jurisdiction 


- 17 outside jurisdiction 
26 new files 


attended. 


SMITH'S FALLS JANUARY 18, 1977 
Recreational (51 interviews) 
Cenere = 25 Within, Jublsdiction 
= 29 OUtSlde, Jubisdtetion 
54 new files 
Smith's Falls Attendance: 400 
District, Collegiate 
Instatuce 
attended. 
BROCKVILLE JANUARY 19, 1977 
Cali He at (50 interviews) 
= 30 within jurisdiction 
- 28 outside jurisdiction 
58 new files 
Combined meeting Attendance: 7/2 


Kiwanis-—Rotary 
plus Local Bax 


HEARINGS # 50 


Private 
Interviews 
bO +00 halszmiye— 
82300 Spam: 


Mr. Maloney 
spoke 12:00 p.m. 


Gilles Morin 
spoke 1:20. p.m, 
(French) 


George Samis, M.P.P. 


HEARINGS aloes 


Private 
Interviews 
LOSO0 a.m. = 
shCh Oe geleuuits 


Gary Speranzini 
spoke. 20s15 a.m. 


HEARINGS gaye 


Private 
Interviews 
LO. 00ra-m. = 
8-00 pean: 


Gary Speranzini 
Sooke 0 Disa 1. 


= Oe s 


CORNWALL 


Crty Wad 


Lawyer's Assoc. 
Seigneury Club 


La Citadelle 
Ecole Secondajre 


attended. 


ATIKOKAN 


Township 
Council «Chamber 


Atikokan High School 


FORT FRANCIS 


Council Chamber 


Fort iPrancre 
High School 


JANUARY 20, 1977 


interviews) 

within Jurisdiction 
outside jurisdiction 
new files 


Attendance: 5 


Attendance: 500 


FEBRUARY. Loy lone 


interviews) 

WlEhInY jun Psdtctron 
Outside jurisdictiam 
new files 


Attendance: 100 


FEBRUARY 7) Gio, 


interviews) 

within jurisdiction 
outside Wuritedictrar 
new files 


Attendance: 120 


HEARINGS # 53 


Private 

Interviews 

10:00 a.m. - 
SesO. 5. Ml. 


Gary Speranzini 
spoke 10:55 a.m. 


HEARINGS # 54 


Private 

Interviews 

EO Or ae iss 
S200. ps Mi 


Gary Speranzini 
gspqke 9:00 a.m. 


HEARINGS # 55 


Private 
Interviews 

Losc02a.m. = 
S20 =p).10- 


Gary Speranzini 
spoke 
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RAINY RIVER 


Community Centre 


Rainy River High 
school 


MANITOULIN ISLAND 


The Community Centre 
Mindemoya 


Manitoulin Secondary 
school 


ESPANOLA 


Recreation Centre 


Espanola High 
School 


FEBRUARY 7, 


Wee 


interviews) 

within jurisdiciton 
outside jurisdictior 
new files 


Attendance: 50 


MARCH I; 


(16 
9 
ae 
20 


URS ee: TU) 


interviews) 

within jurisdiction 
Outside jurisdiction 
new files 


Attendance: 300 


MARCH 2, 


(el) 
5 
aS 
20 


LO, 


interviews) 

Within jurrsdiecrion 
outside 

new files 


Attendance: 200 


HEARINGS # 56 


Private 
Interviews 
10:00 a.m. - 
Si OOM Dei. 


Gary Speranzini 
spoke 2:30 p.m. 


HEARINGS # 57 


Private 

Interviews 
LOz00 acm. 
8200 em. 


Gilles Morin 
spoke 6:30 p.m. 


Ellen Adams 
spoke 9:10 a.m. 


Gary Speranzini 
spoke 92:15 a.m. 


Gilles Morin 
spoke 12> L5p.m. 


Gary Speranzini 
spoke 1:00 p.m. 


Ellen Adams 
spoke .1%30 ‘Dem. 


HEARINGS # 58 


Private 
Interviews 
TO: 00a..m:. 
oe O00 spe m. 


il aiehih Mc 


ELLIOTT LAKE 


Royal Canadian 
Legion Hall 


Elliott Lake 
Secondary School 


CHATHAM 


Council Chambers 


Blenheim Rotary 
Club 


Chatham Collegiate 
Institute 


Chatham-Kent 
Secondary School 


Chatham Rotary 
(Gales 


John McGregor 
Secondary ScnoeL 


Tecumseh Secondary 
School 


TOBERMORY 


Community Hall 


MA RCHiS eo dai 


interviews) 

within jurisdiction 
outside jurisdiction 
new files 


Attendance: 300 


MARCH 9, 1977 


(82 
44 
46 
90 


interviews) 

WLthin jurrsd?cevon 
outside jJurisdictiog 
new files 


Attendance: 38 


Attendance: 175 


Attendance: 400 


Attendance: 100 


Attendance: 300 


Attendance: 100 


MARCH 227, 197 7 


(18 
¥2 
6 
EG 


interviews) 

Within JuUrisdiceron 
outside jurisdiction 
new files 


ey oman 


HEARINGS # 59 OWEN SOUND 
Private Council Chambers 
Interviews 
10:00 a.m. - 

o200 poem. 


Robert McKessock, M.P.P. attended. 


HEARINGS # 60 COLLINGWOOD 
Private Council. Chambers 
Interviews 

HO S008 a mn. = 

S00 p.m. 


MARCH 23, 1977 


(97 Interviews) 
A3 within Jurisdiction 
77? outside Juyisdiction 
120 new files 


MARCH 24, 1977 


(48 interviews) 

21 within jurisdiction 
34 outside jurisdiction 
55 new files 
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SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS 


for the period 


December «L4,, b976- to March 31, 1977 


(including speaking engagements 
in conjunction with hearings ) 


APPENDIX 


cl ti 


SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS 


AGthun Maloney ,- 0..C. 


Ombudsman/Ontario 

Date Location 
Janelo7a7 TOrenee 
Jan 97-77 Brockville 
Jan.2:07 77 Cornwall 
Wiatiee 47a1e) TOEnOntO 
Jane 25/7 1 London 
aes ola/ 17, TOLOntTO 
Feb.5/77 Fredericton 
Feb.11/77 Toronto 
Feb. 15/77 TOLOnLO 
Feb.26/77 TOXrOn tO 
Feb.26/77 J enefola hele) 
Mar.4/77 Le neronnee) 
Mar.4/77 Toronto 
Mar.5/7 / TOrOnto 
Mar.12/77 North Bay 
Mar.14/77 London 
Mar.28/77 London 
Mar.30/77 TOLOncO 


S0'0™ = 


Organization 


Ontario Sheriff & Court 
Registrar's Association 


Combined Meeting, Kiwanis, 
Rotary, Bar Association 


Lawyers' Association 
Paul Champagne's Group 


U. of Western Ontario 
Law School 


Donald MacDonald's Poli-Sci 
class 


Canadian Bar Association 


Queen's University Alumni 
Association 


Sir Wilfird Laurier Collegiate 
Ukrainian Cultural Centre 
Clarke Institute Colloquium 
Ontario Weekly Newspapers 

Syd Brown Testimonial Dinner 
Academy of Medicine Graduation 


Ontario Trappers' Association 


ULoO£f TT Alumni, Annval) Dinnes 


U. of Western Ontario 
Law Panel 


Shaarei Shomayim Synagogue 


TOTAL 


* Indicates speaking engagement in conjunction with hearing. 


Size of 
Audience 


120 


is 
oo 


25 
200 


30 


300 


65 
100 
700 
200 
300 
650 


ae 
400 


100 


200 
300 


4,025 


SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS 


Glenn Hainey 
Executive ASSistant to the 
Office of the Ombudsman 


Date Location 
Mawel a/ 7 Toronto 
Jan.24/77 TOLTONntO 
Feb.16/77 Alliston 
Mare (L717 London 
Mar.2/77 Toronto 


SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS 


Gilles Morin 


Director of Rural, Agricultural 


Municipal Services 


Date Location 
warm. lL/77 Fergus 
Ark. 2h 1 1 * Cornwall 
Feb.16/77 Windsor 
Fep.25/77 TOFONto 
Mar.8/77 ** Blenheim 
Mar .9/77 * Chatham 


* Indicates speaking engagement in conjunction with hearings. 


B01. = 


Organization 


Community & Legal Aid 
Services Program, 
Osgoode Hall 


Workers' Educational 
Association 


Banting Memorial High School 


U. of Western Ontario Law 
Class 


Toronto Cathay Lions' Club 


TOTAL 


and 


Organization 

ROtary 1Club 

La Citadelle Ecole Secondaire 
Glub Richilveu 


Ontario Retail Farm 
Equipment Association 


Blenheim Rotary 


Chatham Rotary 


TOTAL 


Size of 
Audience 


Pe, 


940 


Size of 
Audience 


60 


*kIndicates speaking engagement in conjunction with CHATHAM hearing. 


SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS 


Ellen Adams 
Director of Special Services 


Date Location 
Mar.9/77 * Chatham 
Mar.9/77 * Chatham 
Mar.15/77 TOTrOnto 
Mar,21/77/ Peace Bridge 
Mar'.28/77 Windsor 


* Indicates speaking engagements in conjunction with hearings, 


SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS 


Ken Cavanagh 
Director of Communications 


Date Location 
Catia, / 77 *SSmithsouralis 


Man. 3777 TORONTO 


* Indicates speaking engagement in conjunction with neawungce 


CLO are 


OpGaniZation 


Chatham Collegiate Institute 
Tecumseh Secondary School 
Univers1tyeoie Toronto Sscnool 


Association for the Mentally 
Retarded 


Local 444 UAW 


TOTAL 


Organization 


Smiths Falls District 
Hveh School 


Canadian Progress Club 


TOTAL 


Size of 
Audience 


NEF ES) 
100 


30 


90 


Size of 
Audience 


SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS 


Kathy Cooper 
Director of Research 


Date Location 
Parnas /d t Toronto 
Name Loy is Toronto 
Feb.8/77 Woodstock 
Mar .2/77 Toronto 


SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS 


Brian Goodman 
Director of Investigations 


Date Location 
Dec... 17/75 Toronto 
Mar. 2277/7 Kingston 


803° — 


Size of 
Organization Audience 
North Toronto Business 
& Professional Women's 
Club 55 
Institute of Chartered 
Secretaries & Administrators 150 


Woodstock Collegiate Institute 125 


St.John’ s Church, Young 


Mothers' Drop-in 30 
TOTAL 360 
Size of 
Organization Audience 
United Synagogue Day School 100 
Queen's University Law Class 20 


DOTA 120 


SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS 


Gary Speranzini 


Director of Interview Services 


Date 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Feb. 
Mai: 
Mar. 
Mar 
Mar. 


Mar. 


Mare29/ 7/7. 


* Indicates 


Loy 
IES AVLF) 
la 
297 17 
Nea 


2/7 


eo fT 


SAE 


UAE 


Location 
* Atikokan 
* Fort, Frances 
* Rainy River 
Hamilton 
* Mindemoya 
* Espanola 
* Elliot lake 
* Chatham 
* Chatham 


LOLONES 


Speaking engagement in conjunction with hearings. 


SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS 
a ee 


Milan Then 


804 — 


Organization 


Atikokan High School 


Fort, Frances High, School 


Rainy River High School 


YWCA 


Mindemoya Secondary School 


Espanola High School 


Elliot Lake High School 


John McGregor Secondary School 


Chatham Kent Secondary School 


Beta Sigma Phi Sorority 


TOTAL 


Assistant Director/Coordinator investigations 


Date 


Jan18/77 


Location 


Aurora 


Elizabeth Virc 
investigator —C.A.p os. 


Date 


iBtetol 2/4 7/9! 


Location 


North Bay 


Organization 
= ot ea Clon 


Conference of Northern 
Affairs Personnel 


Organization 
ao eee Or 


North Bay Psychiatric 


Size of 
Audience 


100 
alZ0 
50 


50 


1,840 


Size on 
Audience 


20 


Sizeror 
Audience 


20 


SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS 


Keith Bottin 


SUoa— 


Coordinator of Systems Development 


Date Location 


Mar.29/77 Toronto 


Eileen Couch 


Executive Assistant/Argiculture 


Date Location 


Mar .3/77 TORONEG 


Sharon Dubinsky 

investigator - C.A.P.S. 
Date Location 
Jan.26/77 Orangeville 


Donna Hall 
investigator —- C.A.P.S. 


Date Location 
Jan.6/77 Toronto 
Mar.24/77 Woodstock 


Byron Pulsifer 
PMivesergatorw- C.A.F as. 


Date Location 


Feb.22//7/ Perth/Carleton 


Place 


Organization 
ARMA 


SE 6 vet lator 


Organization 


Queensway Hospital 
Auxiliary 
(Bloordale-Kipling Branch) 


Organization 


Princess Elizabeth 
Public School 


Organization 
Winston Churchill Collegiate 


Oxford Regional Centre 


Organization 


Ontario Children's Aid 


Size of 
Audience 


50 


Size of 
Audience 


20 


Size of 
Audience 


40 


Size of 
Audience 


20 


20 


Size of 
Audience 


60 


7 
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